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TO DEFENDANT/CONSERVATOR JAMES PARNELL SPEARS AND T 
COUNSEL OF RECORD HEREIN: Bz 
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Angeles Superior Court, located at 111 N. Hill Street, Los AngeleS Cali 
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or as soon thereafter as counsel may be heard. The motion shall be based on 
this Notice; the attached Memorandum of Points and Authorities; the 
Separate Statement filed concurrently herewith; the Declarations of Joseph D. 
Schleimer, Esq. and Sam Lutfi attached hereto; the entire file and record in 
this action; and such other and further evidence and argument as may be 
presented at or before the time of hearing. 

PLEASE TAKE FURTHER NOTICE that Plaintiff shall seek sanctions 
against Defendant/Conservator James Parnell Spears in the amount of 
$6,935, pursuant to C.C.P. §2031.310(d). 


Dated: March 31, 2011 JOSEPH D. SCHLEIMER 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
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Summary of Motion to Compel 

Plaintiff moves to compel production of drug tests administered to 
Britney Spears during the period October 1, 2007 through March 1, 2008 
because Defendants falsely accused Plaintiff of trying to “drug Britney Spears 
into a coma,” and this scientific evidence is needed to refute that allegation: 

° The drug tests are pertinent to the libel cause of action because 
Defendant Lynne Spears’ book published the false and defamatory allegation 
that Plaintiff admitted he was trying to drug her daughter into a coma. 

. The drug tests are pertinent to the battery cause of action against 
James Parnell Spears because he assaulted Plaintiff twice, and now asserts 
affirmative defenses of justification and “defense of a child,” based on the false 
allegation that Plaintiff was trying to drug his daughter into a coma. 

° The drug tests are pertinent to the breach of contract cause of 
action because, as Conservator, James Parnell Spears terminated Plaintiff's 
management of Britney Spears based on the false allegation that Plaintiff was 
trying to drug Britney into a coma. 

Plaintiff also moves to compel production of reports filed by child 
visitation monitors who were stationed in Britney’s home during the relevant 
time period. The “baby monitors” were percipient observers of Britney’s drug 
and alcohol use and conditions in her home. Their reports will refute 
Defendants’ allegation that Plaintiff was supposedly trying to drug Britney 
into a coma. See, Declaration of “baby monitor” Robin Johnson (Exhibit 14). 

The “baby monitor” reports will also refute Defendants’ false 
accusations that Plaintiff cut Britney’s telephone wires, disabled her 


automobiles and disabled her cell phones. Id. 
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A. Introduction 

Plaintiff Sam Lutfi is suing James Parnell Spears (“James Parnell”) for 
battery because said Defendant assaulted Plaintiff on January 28, 2008 and 
January 29, 2008.' In his Answer, James Parnell pleaded the affirmative 
defenses of “provocation” and “defense of a child” under Civil Code §50, based 
on the allegation that Plaintiff was trying to drug his daughter, Britney Spears 
(“Britney”), into a coma.’ 

James Parnell also filed an Answer as Britney’s Conservator, 
responding to Plaintiff’s cause of action for breach of the management 
contract dated October 13, 2007. The Conservators’ primary defense is that 
there was “good cause” to terminate Plaintiff because he was allegedly trying 
to drug Britney into a coma, cutting her telephone wires, disabling her cell 
phones and disabling her automobiles. 

Although it was Britney who hired Sam Lutfi as her manager, Britney 
never fired Mr. Lutfi. Rather, it was James Parnell, acting as her Conservator, 
who breached the contract, and the breach took place as follows: 

On January 31, 2008, after Britney refused to take anti-psychotic 
medication, her psychiatrist, Deborah Nadel, MD., ordered a 72-hour Welfare 
& Institutions Code §5150 hold. Against her will, Britney was transported to 
the UCLA Medical Center by the LAPD.* James Parnell immediately sought 


1 Declaration of Plaintiff Sam Lutfi, {2 


2 Answer of Defendant James Parnell Spears to First Amended 


Complaint at 2:1-23 (First, Second, Third Affirmative Defenses) 


3. Lutfi Dec., 2. Defendant Lynne Spears has repeatedly published the 
falsehood that Plaintiff Lutfi initiated the §5150 hold. Actually, Mr. Lutfi 
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appointment as Britney’s Conservator, and his first act was to terminate 
Plaintiff as Britney’s manager. 

As Court-appointed, Conservator, Mr. Spears could have terminated 
Plaintiff as manager with a telephone call. 

However, Defendant knew that his daughter did not want her manager 
terminated, so he sought a Temporary Restraining Order (TRO), in effect using 
Court process to serve as Mr. Lutfi’s “pink slip.” 

In his ex parte application for a TRO, James Parnell alleged that “Mr. 
Lutfi drugged Britney. He has cut Britney’s home phone lines and 
removed her cell phone chargers.”* 

All of these allegations were false, but the application was ex parte, 
without notice and therefore unopposed. The sole “evidence” filed in support 
was a Declaration of Lynne Spears, which stated: 

“Sam [Lutfi] told Jackie and me that he grinds up Britney’s pills, 
which were on the counter and included Risperdol and Seroquel. 
He told us that he puts them in her food and that that was the 
reason she had been quiet for the last three days (she had been 
sleeping). He told us that the doctor who is treating her now is 
trying to get her into a sleep-induced coma so that they could then 
give her drugs to heal her brain.”° 


As attested to by Mr. Lutfi in the attached declaration, Lynne Spears’ 


attempted to dissuade Dr. Nadel from ordering the hold. Jd., n.2 
4 Exhibit 15 at p.6 


5 Exhibit 15 at p.11, 413 (emphasis added) 
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declaration constituted naked perjury.° 

Moreover, four third-party witnesses have stepped forward and filed 
declarations refuting Lynne Spears’ scandalous allegations, including Robin 
Johnson, the chief “baby monitor” who was stationed in the residence to 
observe Britney’s drug and alcohol use and mothering behavior.’ 

James Parnell, as Conservator, refused to pay Mr. Lutfi’s management 
fees, which is the basis for the breach of contract cause of action. The issue of 
whether the refusal to pay constitutes a breach is clearly going to hinge on the 
truth or falsity of the allegations made in the TRO application and Lynne 
Spears’ declaration, including the amazing claim that Plaintiff was not just 
trying to drug Britney Spears into a coma - he supposedly admitted it to her 
mother. 

Shortly after it was filed, the TRO application was disseminated to the 
news media under the cloak of Civil Code §47 immunity. Within hours, Sam 
Lutfi was world famous as “the guy who drugged Britney Spears.”® 

Lynne Spears completed the destruction of Plaintiffs reputation six 
months later, when she published her autobiography, Through the Storm, in 
which she blamed Plaintiff for her daughter’s breakdown and republished the 
absurdly false allegation that Mr. Lutfi admitted to her that he was trying to 
drug her daughter into a coma. 


Mrs. Spears’ libelous book is now the subject of Mr. Lutfi’s defamation 


6 Lutfi Dec., 42 


Z Exhibit 14, Declaration of Robin Johnson. See, also, Declarations of 
Alli Sims, Adnan Ghalib, and Filipe Texeira, on file herein. 


Lutfi Dec., 42 
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cause of action, and the drug tests and baby monitor reports are sought to 


demonstrate falsity, an element of that cause of action. 


B. Factual Background - Drug Use and Crisis 

It is truly ironic that James Parnell and Lynne Spears successfully 
tarred Plaintiff as “the guy who drugged Britney Spears,” since Mr. Lutfi did 
everything he could to discourage Britney from taking drugs, whereas Mr. and 
Mrs. Spears are the root causes of their daughter’s problems: 

James Parnell is an alcoholic, and he was chronically drunk and 
abusive toward his family while Britney was a child.’ The children of alcohol 
and substance abusers are far more likely to suffer from the same problem, 
and that’s the example James Parnell set. 

Lynne Spears, who has been described as “the ultimate, controlling 
stage mother,” actually introduced Britney to the use of “uppers” as a method 
of weight control when Britney was still a teenager.'° In other words, the 
addiction to “speed” which ultimately caused Britney’s breakdown can be 
traced right back to the woman who put the blame on Sam Lutfi. 

At trial, Mr. Lutfi will present proof (including testimony of witnesses 
from the company he hired), that one of the first things he did as Britney’s 
manager was to bring drug-sniffing dogs into Britney’s residence, and with 
their assistance he scoured the mansion clean of illegal substances. After the 
drug cache was discovered and removed, he vacuumed, carpet-cleaned and 


scrubbed to eliminate all drug residues and child-proof the residence for 


3 Lutfi Dec., 43 


10 Lutfi Dec., 43 
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Britney’s two infant boys.” 

For a while, it worked. During the first weeks of Mr. Lutfi’s management 
contract, in October, 2007, Britney’s drug tests were “clean.” Unfortunately, 
in November, 2007 she relapsed and began testing positive for amphetamines. 
Why? Because she was using Adderall (dextroamphetamine), a prescription 
“upper” which is highly addictive and causes insomnia, agitation and manic 
behavior. Plaintiff tried to dissuade Britney from using Adderall, but failed.’ 

Britney told Plaintiff that her mother, Lynne Spears, introduced her to 
Adderall as a means of weight control following an appearance on the 2007 
MTV Music Video awards, wherein Britney danced in a skimpy outfit which 
revealed her post-pregnancy weight gain.'* Actually, Britney’s weight was 
perfectly healthy for a recent mother, but her costume displayed her maternal 
figure, and that was inconsistent with her sex-object image. The tabloids 
savaged her, the critics were merciless, and she was parodied on the National 
Lampoon television program, which had a fat, middle-aged man wearing a 
Britney wig and jiggling about, wearing the same skimpy outfit. 

To “help” Britney take the weight off after the MTV program, Britney’s 
mother got her daughter hooked on an new amphetamide drug - Adderall.'* 
In the months before Plaintiff became Britney’s manager, her 


nightclubbing, drinking and drug use had caught up with her. After a series 


1! Lutfi Dec., 43 
12 Lutfi Dec., 44 
s utfi Dec., 43 


is bi i Dec., 43 
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of motor vehicle incidents and criminal charges (hit-and-run, driving without 
a license, driving with her child in her lap), Britney lost legal custody of her 
infant sons, Jayden and Preston. She retained visitation rights, subject to 
strict conditions (including the presence of baby monitors), but she suffered 
increasingly severe separation anxiety whenever she had to return physical 
custody to her ex-husband.'® 

As mentioned, in October, 2007, during the first weeks of Mr. Lutfi’s 


management term, Plaintiff got Britney completely off drugs, and her drug 
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tests came back “clean.” However, in November, 2007, she relapsed and 

10 |} began testing positive for amphetamine. She was taking Adderall, and Mr. 

11 Lutfi tried to persuade her to stop, but he did not succeed.'® 

12 On January 3, 2008, after an extended period of insomnia and 

13] increasingly manic behavior (almost certainly caused by the Adderall), Britney 
14 || locked herself into a bathroom with one of her boys and refused to relinquish 
15 | physical custody. This quasi-hostage situation came to the attention of the 
16 || authorities, and with an unruly mob of paparazzi photographers and 

17 || television crews in hot pursuit, Britney was transported to Cedars-Sinai 

18 | Medical Center under a Welfare & Institutions Code §5150 hold.'” 

19 After the “hold,” the Superior Court suspended Britney’s visitation 


20 || rights. Losing contact with her sons sent Britney on a downward spiral.'® 


21 
99 
1S Lutfi Dec., 94 
20 
16 Lutfi Dec., 44 
24 
25 17 Lutfi Dec., 44 
26 ‘8 Lutfi Dec., 44 
i 27 
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Through the bleak days of January, 2008 - traumatized by the loss of 
all contact with her boys - Britney’s manic episodes became increasingly 
severe, and she began staying awake for days at a time. Mr. Lutfi tried to find 
out how she was getting her drugs because he wanted to cut off her supply. 
He also confronted her and tried to convince her to finally stop using 
Adderall.!? 

At that point, Britney’s family law attorneys retained a psychiatrist, 
Deborah Nadel, M.D., who began making nightly house calls. After observing 
Britney’s deterioration and escalating mental instability, Dr. Nadel prescribed 
powerful, anti-psychotic medications. Britney did not want to take them 
because they made her drowsy, and Plaintiff had little success at getting her 
to follow Dr. Nadel’s prescription. Instead, almost certainly under the 
influence of Adderall, she was experiencing manic, sleepless episodes which 
lasted for days at a time.”° 

On the evening of January 28, 2008, Plaintiff was driving Britney back 
to her residence for her nightly session with her psychiatrist when she 
impulsively decided she wanted to visit her boyfriend instead. Plaintiff 
explained that the psychiatric session was essential for her custody case and 
insisted that she meet with Dr. Nadel. As Plaintiff pulled up to the entrance to 
Britney’s gated community, in the presence of scores of paparazzi 
photographers and television crews, Britney leapt from Plaintiffs car and 


began crying hysterically - while the photographers snapped pictures and the 


19 Lutfi Dec., 94 


20 Lutfi Dec., 94 
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video cameras whirred.”' 

Plaintiff tried to get Britney back into his car, but she refused, cried 
louder, and made a scene for the paparazzi. Plaintiff lost his temper and 
began arguing with her, and of course the argument was captured by the 
scores of photographers and video crews who congregate outside Britney’s 
gateway 24 hours a day. Within minutes, the argument was on the news and 
the internet.” 

Upon learning about the argument, James Parnell and Lynne 
rushed to Britney’s home. James Parnell had no legal right to be in the 
residence: Britney had accused her father of being violent, drunken and 
abusive, she had permanently banned him from her home, and her security 
detail was under a standing order not to let him in.”* 

Unfortunately, when Sam Lutfi ordered the gates opened to allow Lynne 
to enter, James Parnell rushed into the residence alongside his ex-wife — and 
immediately assaulted Plaintiff.7* (Mr. Lutfi retreated in front of James’ balled 
fists and out-of-control temper. James Parnell is an ex-welder and a powerful 
man; he was in a rage, and Plaintiff was afraid for his life.”°) 


Later that evening, Britney had her father ejected from her home, but 


21 Lutfi Dec., 44 
22 Lutfi Dec., 94 


23 Lynne Spears detailed her ex-husband’s drunken, abusive history in 
her book, Through the Storm. She describes a culminating moment (before the 
divorce) when she became so frustrated by James Parnell’s out-of-control 
drinking she picked up a shotgun and shot up his liquor supply. 


24 Lutfi, 95. A detailed account of this assault is set forth in Lynn 
Spears’ book, Through the Storm. It is clear from her description that she 
enjoyed watching her ex-husband terrorizing Mr. Lutfi. 


25 Lutfi Dec., 95 
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the next day, James Parnell managed to gain entrance to the residence again, 
and this time he delivered a powerful blow to Plaintiff's solar plexus, knocking 
the wind out of him. James Parnell, who has a long history of violence, then 
threatened to kill Plaintiff.”° 

James Parnell’s intrusions and violent outbursts could not have come 
at a worse time, since Britney was experiencing her worst manic episode ever. 
She was taking Adderall instead of her anti-psychotic medication, and Dr. 
Nadel warned that Britney would either have to follow the prescription or she 
was going to order another §5150 hold. Plaintiff could not persuade Britney to 
take her medication, so Dr. Nadel ordered the “hold” on January 31, 2008.?’ 

What followed was a media spectacle: The LAPD ejected the paparazzi 
from the street outside Britney’s gated community; motorcycle officers cleared 
the route between Britney’s home and UCLA; and an LAPD helicopter hovered 
overhead as the police took Britney to the UCLA Medical Center in a style 
equivalent to a presidential motorcade. These precautions were intended to 
keep the media at bay, but of course the paparazzi - who monitor police radio 


frequencies — were already at UCLA when the motorcade arrived.” 


C. Motion to Compel Production of Drug Tests (DFP #2) 

During the time Plaintiff stands accused of trying to “drug Britney into a 
coma,” she was taking frequent drug tests in connection with the ongoing 
custody case. As her manager, Plaintiff coordinated with Britney’s attorneys 


and made certain she complied with the Court’s child-visitation orders, 


26 Lutfi Dec., 5 
27 —- Lutfi Dec., 16 


28 Lutfi Dec., 46 
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including the drug tests.”? As Plaintiffs manager, Mr. Lutfi also learned the 
results of the drug tests, although he did not always receive a copy.*° 

Plaintiff propounded Demand for Production (“DFP”) No. 2 to obtain 
copies of the drug test reports, because they are relevant to all three causes of 
action: First, on the cause of action for breach of contract, James Parnell, 
acting as Conservator, terminated Mr. Lutfi based on the allegation that he 
was “drugging Britney into a coma,” and the drug tests are sought to refute 
this allegation. Second, James Parnell pleaded the affirmative defenses of 
“provocation” and “defense of a child” and those defenses pivot on the legal 
theory that he was privileged to assault Mr. Lutfi because Plaintiff was 
supposedly trying to drug his daughter into a coma. Once again, the drug 
tests are sought as scientific evidence to refute the allegation made by James 
Parnell and they are indisputably discoverable. And finally, the drug tests are 
relevant to the libel cause of action, because Lynne Spears’s book published 
the defamatory allegation that Plaintiff was trying to drug Britney into a coma 


and the drug tests will prove falsity. 


D. Efforts to Meet and Confer re DFP 2: 

Plaintiff served Demand for Production No. 2 on all three defendants*' 
and James Parnell responded twice, first as an individual Defendant and a 
second time as Conservator on behalf of Britney. Both responses consisted of 


“shotgun” objections and a blanket refusal to produce the drug tests.” 


29 Lutfi Dec., 47 
30 Lutfi Dec., 7 
31 Exhibit 1 

32 Exhibit 2, 3 
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After a protracted exchange of more than a dozen “meet and confer” 
letters, plus several telephone calls, on March 16, 2011, counsel for James 
Parnell conceded relevance but made an illusory promise to produce: 

“Subject to a protective order being in place that is acceptable to 
the Co-Conservators (which includes an ‘attorneys eyes only’ 
provision), and assuming that the production would not be 
violative of any other outstanding court order in another matter, — 
the Co-Conservators will produce Britney Spears’ drug tests for 
the period October 13, 2007 to February 1, 2008 (i.e., from the 
purported initiation of the alleged oral contract up to the date the 
conservatorship was established.)”** 

This letter is disingenuous, because Counsel tries to give the 
appearance the drug tests will be produced, but she has no intention of doing 
so. Counsel insists there is a protective order in the child custody case which 
prohibits disclosure, so the foregoing offer to produce is illusory. 

As for counsel’s demand for a protective order, the parties previously 
stipulated to an order, which this Court executed on February 15, 2011. 
Counsel insists the existing protective order is inadequate because it does not 
include an Attorneys’ Eyes Only (“AEO”) provision. The protective order does 
not include an AEO provision because it would bar Plaintiffs counsel from 
discussing critical evidence with his client, and Plaintiff considers that to be 
an unwarranted interference with the right to counsel and Due Process. 

Moreover, AEO clauses violate California Rule of Professional Conduct 


§3-500, which commands that attorneys must apprise clients about 


- significant developments in their case and provide copies of important 


33 Declaration of Joseph D. Schleimer, Esq., [3; Exhibits 4-13 


34 Exhibit 12 (emphasis added) 
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documents.” 

AEO provisions are rare and they are only appropriate in trade secret 
cases to protect customer lists, pricing information or secret formulae when 
the party demanding production is a competitor of the party making the 
production. See, Brown Bag Software v. Symantec Corp., 960 F.2d 1465, 
1470 (9th Cir. 1992)( “[W]e must balance the risk to Symantec of inadvertent 
disclosure of trade secrets to competitors against the risk. . .that protection of 
Symantec's trade secrets impaired prosecution of Brown Bag's claims.”) 

The drug tests are not trade secrets and the parties are not competitors. 
Indeed, Plaintiff already knows their content, so the demand for an AEO is a 
sham. Counsel knew her demand for an AEO would be rejected, and seizes 
upon that as a pretext to withhold highly relevant evidence. 

Plaintiff submits the existing protective order is more than adequate to 
prevent dissemination of the drug test reports, and Defendants cannot meet 
their burden of proving otherwise. NBC Subsidiary (KNBC-TV), Inc. v. 
Superior Court (1999) 20 Cal.4th 1178, 1218. 

In her March 16, 2011 letter, counsel for James Parnell refused to 
produce drug tests administered during February, 2008 — even though that 
would include UCLA tests which would document the drugs in Britney’s 
system at the time the §5150 hold was ordered. Since Defendants allege that 
Plaintiff was trying to “drug Britney into a coma” any drug tests administered 
during the time Britney was confined at UCLA would be highly relevant. 
Indeed, any tests administered during February, 2008, will shed light on the 


35 RPC §3-500 states: “A member [of the California State Bar] shall 
keep a client reasonably informed about significant developments relating to 
the employment or representation, including promptly complying with 
reasonable requests for information and copies of significant documents when 
necessary to keep the client so informed.” 
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drugs in her system, and they are, therefore, “reasonably calculated to lead to 


the discovery of admissible evidence.” 


E. Motion to Compel Production of Baby Monitor Reports (DFP #3) 
During the period Plaintiff served as Britney’s manager, her child 
custody lawyers positioned “baby monitors” inside her residence, to supervise 
visitations with her young children. These professional observers were present 
to monitor Britney’s use of drugs and alcohol and witness her behavior toward 

her infant sons.*° Since Plaintiff was virtually living in Britney’s residence 
during the crisis months, he had extensive interactions with the “baby 
monitors,” who were therefore in an excellent position to observe his conduct 
and interactions with Britney and her children. 

If Plaintiff was trying to drug Britney into a coma, cutting her telephone 
wires and disabling her cell phones, as Defendants allege, then the baby 
monitors would have been witnesses to such conduct and their reports would 
contain detailed descriptions. 

Plaintiff submits the reason why Defendants will not produce the baby 
monitor reports is because they know the absence of any report of such 
events will tend to refute Defendants’ scandalous allegations. 

Robin Johnson, who was the supervising baby monitor, has already 
filed a declaration attesting that Mr. Lutfi was not doing the nefarious things 
he stands accused of.*” Among the documents Plaintiff seeks to compel are 
contemporaneous reports filed by Ms. Johnson, which will corroborate her 
testimony at trial. 


As Britney’s manager, Plaintiff was privy to the content of the baby 


36 Lutfi Dec., 48 
37 Declaration of Robin Johnson (Exhibit 14), 44 2-19 
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monitor reports,** and he knows they do not support the allegations made by 
James Parnell. Defendant obviously knows that too, which is why he won’t 
produce them. During the “meet and confer,” Defendant’s counsel stood on 
her objections and flatly refused to produce the baby monitor reports.°? 


Accordingly, an order is needed to compel production. 


F. Sanctions 

Defendant/Conservator James Parnell Spears knows full well that the 
drug tests and the baby monitor reports belie his scandalous and highly- 
publicized allegations that Plaintiff was trying to drug Britney Spears into a 
coma, cutting her phone wires, and disabling her cell phones. His refusal to 
produce this “core” evidence was unjustified, so he should be ordered to pay 
the cost of bringing this motion pursuant to C.C.P. §2031.310(d), in the 
amount of $6,935. 
Respectfully submitted, 
Dated: March 31, 2011 


38 Lutfi Dec., 48 
39 Exhibit 12 
40 Schleimer Dec., 94 
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Declaration of Joseph D. Schleimer, Esq. 
in Support of Motion to Compel 


I, Joseph D. Schleimer, do declare and state: 

Ls I am an attorney at law, duly licensed to practice before this 
Honorable Court, and I am counsel of record herein for Plaintiff Sam Lutfi. If 
called and sworn as a witness, ] could and would testify competently to the 
facts set forth herein from personal knowledge. 

2. Attached as Exhibit 1 is a true and correct copy of the Demands 
for Production I served on Defendants. Exhibit 2 is a true and correct copy of 
the response by Defendant James Parnell Spears and Exhibit 3 is a true and 
correct copy of the response by James Parnell Spears as Conservator for 
Britney Spears. 

3. Efforts to “Meet and Confer”: Exhibits 3 to 13 are true and 
correct copies of “meet and confer” letters and email exchanged with James 
Parnell’s two sets of attorneys in this case. As noted in the correspondence, I 
had a “meet and confer” telephone call with Gary Wallace, Esq., who 
represents James Parnell on the battery case. Mr.Wallace insisted that I 
discuss the drug tests and baby monitor reports with counsel for the 
Conservators. I also had an exchange of correspondence and a “meet and 
confer” telephone call with Bonita Moore, Esq., who is counsel for James 
Parnell Spears as Conservator. In her letter of March 16, 2011 (Exhibit 12, 
p.2}), Ms. Moore flatly refused to produce the “baby monitor” reports. She also 
declined to produce the drug tests if there is an order in another proceeding 
which protects them. Since Ms. Moore has stated repeatedly she believes there 
is such an order, I consider her statement she will produce the drug tests to 
be illusory. (As of yet, she has not produced a copy of any such order.) As for 
Ms. Moore’s insistence on an “Attorneys Eyes Only” protective order, that 


demand was asserted in bad faith, since I had already rejected an AEO clause 
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when we prepared and signed the Stipulated Protective Order, which this 
Court executed on February 15, 2011. During the earlier negotiations for a 
protective order, I fully explained my reasons for objecting to an AEO clause, 
namely, because it impinges on the attorney-client relationship, the 
constitutional right to counsel, and the constitutional right to Due Process. 
The circumstances of this case do not justify such an extraordinary order. As 
such, I believe it would be unethical to agree to a protective order which 
would restrict my ability (and ethical obligation) to fully communicate with my 
client. Moreover, Ms. Moore knew from our “meet and confer” conversations 
that Mr. Lutfi was already privy to the content of the drug tests and baby 
monitor reports. What would be the point of an oppressive AEO clause, when 
the client already knows the content of the sequestered documents? In my 
view, Ms. Moore’s demand for an AEO clause was pure obstruction, since she 
knew I would not agree to it - and knew it was not called for. 

4. Sanctions. Preparation of this Motion to Compel, including a 
protracted “meet and confer,” and difficult research on the issue of “Attorneys 
Eyes Only” protective orders,*' required greatly in excess of nine hours of my 
time. I bill clients at the rate of $400 an hour. I estimate that drafting and 
filing a Reply, and preparing for and appearing at the hearing, will require at 
least an additional 8 hours of my time. Messenger, copying, postage, mileage, 
parking and filing fee will cost in excess of $135. Accordingly, sanctions are 
requested against Defendant/Conservator James Parnell Spears in the 
amount of $6,935. 


41 In my exhaustive research on AEO orders, I read more than 250 


cases in which such restrictive protective orders are discussed. All of the cases 
I found in which an AEO was granted, or stipulated to, involved trade secrets, 
customer lists, and/or secret formulae, and the parties were direct competitors. 
None of them was analogous to this case, where the only reason for demanding 
an AEO clause is because counsel intuitively desires one. 
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t 5. Exhibit 14 is a copy of the Declaration of Robin Johnson, the 
original of which is on file herein. Exhibit 15 is the TRO application and 
Declaration of Lynne Spears, discussed in the motion. 

I hereby declare that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed this 


31% day of March, 2011, at Beverly Hills, California. — 
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Joseph D. Schleimer - Bar No. 125049 
9401 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 1250 
Beverly Hills, California 90212 
Telephone: (310) 273-9807 
Telecopier: (310) 273-9809 
schleimerlaw@msn.com 


Attorney for Plaintiff Sam Lutfi 


SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA 
FOR LOS ANGELES COUNTY 


SAM LUTFI, an individual, Case No. BC 406904 
Plaintiff, 
vs. DECLARATION OF SAM LUTFI 

IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO 
COMPEL PRODUCTION OF 
DOCUMENTS AND FOR 
SANCTIONS AGAINST 

LYNNE IRENE SPEARS, an DEFENDANT /CONSERVATOR 

individual; JAMES PARNELL JAMES PARNELL SPEARS 

SPEARS, an individual; BRITNEY 


JEAN SPEARS, an individual; and 
DOES 1 through 25, inclusive, 


Defendants. 


I, Sam Lutfi, do declare and state: 

di; I am Plaintiff in this action, and a life-long resident of Los 
Angeles, California. If called and sworn as a witness, I could and would testify 
to the facts stated herein from personal knowledge. 

cx Causes of Action: I am suing Defendant James Parnell Spears 
(“James Parnell”) for battery because he assaulted me on January 28, 2008 
and committed assault and battery against me on January 29, 2008. I am 
suing Defendant Lynne Irene Spears (“Lynne”) for libel, because she published 


a book filled with defamatory falsehoods about me. I am also suing for breach 
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of contract, based on an artist-management contract I entered into with 
Britney Spears (“Britney”) on October 13, 2007. Britney never terminated me.’ 
It was her father, James Parnell, acting as Conservator, who breached the 
contract, as follows: On January 31, 2008, after Britney refused to take anti- 
psychotic medication, her psychiatrist, Deborah Nadel, M.D., ordered a 72- 
hour Welfare & Institutions Code §5150 hold, and Britney was transported to 
the UCLA Medical Center by the LAPD.* James Parnell immediately sought 


appointment as Britney’s Conservator, and his first act was to terminate me 


oO On Dn on fF WwW NY 


as Britney’s manager. James Parnell could have breached the contract with a 
10 || simple telephone call. Since he knew that Britney did not want to fire me, the 
11 || method James Parnell chose was a Temporary Restraining Order (TRO), and 


12 || the “evidence” was a Declaration of Lynne Spears, which falsely stated: 


13 “Sam [Lutfi] told Jackie and me that he grinds up Britney’s pills, 
14 which were on the counter and included Risperdol and Seroquel. 
18 He told us that he puts them in her food and that that was the 
16} reason she had been quiet for the last three days (she had been 
Le sleeping). He told us that the doctor who is treating her now is 

18 trying to get her into a sleep-induced coma so that they could 

19 then give her drugs to heal her brain.”® 

20 I never made those statements —- Lynne Spears made them up - and she 


21; committed perjury when she signed the TRO declaration. The only drugs I 
22 | gave to Britney were the anti-psychotics prescribed by Dr. Nadel, and it was 


24 : Britney continued to contact me and ask for my help ending her 
95 || father’s conservatorship until late 2009. I tried to help her, but the lawyer I 
found for her changed sides and assisted James Parnell. 


26 

27 2 Defendant Lynne Spears has repeatedly and widely published the 
a falsehood that I initiated the §5150 hold. I did not. In fact, I tried to dissuade 
f 28 || Dr. Nadel from ordering the hold. 
fs 3 Exhibit 2A at p.11, 913 
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often impossible to get Britney to take them because they made her drowsy. 

I did not learn that James Parnell was seeking the ex parte TRO until after it 
had been issued. Since the TRO barred me from calling or visiting with 
Britney, it effectively obstructed performance of my duties as her manager. 
Shortly after the TRO was issued, copies were disseminated to the news 
media. Within hours I was world famous as “the guy who drugged Britney 
Spears” and I began receiving death threats from her fans. The destruction of 
my reputation was completed six months later, when Lynne Spears published 
her autobiography, Through the Storm, in which she repeated the drugging- 
Britney-into-a-coma falsehood. Her book (and her television appearances and 
book tour) are now the subject of my libel cause of action in this lawsuit. 

3. My Anti-Drug Effort With Britney: It is truly ironic that James 
Parnell and Lynne Spears successfully smeared me as “the guy who drugged 
Britney Spears,” since I did everything I could to discourage Britney from 
taking drugs, whereas Mr. and Mrs. Spears are the root causes of their 
daughter’s problem with substance abuse. James Parneil is a raging, violent 
alcoholic, and he was chronically drunk and abusive toward his family while 
Britney was a child. Lynne Spears, who is the ultimate, controlling stage 
mother, introduced Britney to the use of “uppers” as a method of weight 
control when Britney was a teenager. On the other hand, I began my tenure 
as Britney’s manager by retaining a company which brought drug-sniffing 
dogs into Britney’s residence, and with their assistance I scoured the mansion 
clean of illegal substances. After the drug cache was discovered and removed, 
I vacuumed, carpet-cleaned and scrubbed to eliminate all drug residues and 
child-proof the residence for Britney’s two infant boys. I also tried to dissuade 
Britney from taking the prescription drug Adderall (dextroamphetamine), an 
“upper” which is euphoric but highly addictive and causes insomnia, 


agitationand manic behavior. Britney told me that Lynne Spears introduced 
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her to Adderall as a means of weight control following an appearance on the 
2007 MTV Music Video awards, wherein Britney danced in a skimpy outfit 
which revealed her post-pregnancy weight gain. (Her weight was perfectly 
healthy for a recent mother, but the critics and fans were merciless, and she 
was parodied by the National Lampoon television program, which had a fat, 
middle-aged man dancing in the same outfit. Hence, her mother got her 
hooked on the drug which I believe ultimately caused her nervous breakdown.) 
4. How the Crisis Developed: In October, 2007, because of her 
nightclubbing, drug and alcohol abuse and a series of motor vehicle incidents 
and criminal charges (hit-and-run, driving without a license, driving with her 
child in her lap), Britney lost legal custody of her infant sons, Jayden and 
Preston. She retained visitation rights, subject to strict conditions, but she 
suffered from separation anxiety whenever she had to return physical custody 
to her ex-husband. In October, 2007, at the start of my management term, I 
got her completely off drugs, and her drug tests all came back “clean.” In 
November, 2007, she began testing positive for amphetamine, and she 
admitted to me that she was taking Adderall. I tried to persuade her to stop 
taking it, but I am certain I did not succeed. On January 3, 2008, after an 
extended period of insomnia and increasingly manic behavior (which | 
attributed to the Adderall), Britney locked herself into a bathroom with one of 
her boys and refused to relinquish physical custody. This crisis came to the 
attention of the authorities, and with an unruly mob of paparazzi 
photographers and television crews in hot pursuit, Britney was involuntarily 
transported to Cedars-Sinai Medical Center under a Welfare & Institutions 
Code §5150 hold. After the “hold,” the Superior Court suspended Britney’s 
visitation rights, and losing contact with her sons led to a downward 
spiral. Through the bleak days of January, 2008, traumatized by the loss of 


contact with her boys, Britney’s manic episodes became increasingly severe, 
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and she began staying awake for days at a time. Although she took measures 
to hide it, I was certain she was abusing Adderall and I tried to find out how 
she was getting her drugs. I also confronted her and tried to convince her to 
stop using. At some point, Britney’s family law attorneys retained a 
psychiatrist, Deborah Nadel, M.D., who began making nightly house calls. 
After observing Britney’s deterioration and escalating mental instability, Dr. 
Nadel prescribed powerful, anti-psychotic medications. Britney did not want 
to take them, and I had great difficulty getting her to follow Dr. Nadel’s 
prescription. I suspected she was self-medicating with Adderall because she 
was suffering from manic, sleepless episodes which lasted for days. On the 
evening of January 28, 2008, I was driving Britney back to her residence for 
her nightly session with her psychiatrist, when she impulsively decided she 
wanted to visit her boyfriend instead of having a session with Dr. Nadel. I 
explained that their nightly sessions were vital for the custody case and 
insisted that she meet with Dr. Nadel. As I pulled up at the entrance to her 
gated community, in the presence of scores of paparazzi photographers and 
television crews, Britney leapt from my car and began crying hysterically. I 
tried to get Britney to get back into my car, but she refused, crying and 
making a scene for the paparazzi. I lost my temper and began arguing with 
her, and of course the argument was captured by the scores of photographers 
and videographers who congregate outside Britney’s gateway 24 hours a day. 
Within minutes, the argument was on the news and the internet. 

5. Upon learning about the argument, James Parnell and Lynne 
rushed to Britney’s home. James Parnell had no legal right to be in the 
residence: Britney had often accused her father of being violent, drunken and 
abusive, she had permanently banned him from her home, and her security 
detail was under a standing order not to let James Parnell in. Unfortunately, 


when I ordered the gates opened to allow Lynne to enter, James Parnell 
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rushed into the residence along with his ex-wife - and immediately assaulted 
and threatened me. | retreated in front of his balled fists, but he is a powerful 
man, he was in a rage and on the verge of violence, and I was afraid for my 
life. Later that evening, Britney had him ejected from her home. The next day, 
James Parnell managed to gain entrance to the residence again. This time he 
delivered a powerful blow to my solar plexus, knocking the wind out of me, 
and threatened to kill me. 

6. James Parnell’s violent rages in Britney’s home could not have 
come at a worse time, since Britney was experiencing her most serious manic 
episode ever. Dr. Nadel cautioned me that Britney would either have to take 
her medication or she was going to order a second WIC §5150 hold. I was 
unable to get Britney to take her medication and Dr. Nadel ordered the second 
5150 “hold” on January 31, 2008. What followed was a media spectacle: The 
LAPD ejected the paparazzi from the street outside Britney’s gated community; 
motorcycle officers cleared the route between Britney’s home and UCLA; and 
an LAPD helicopter hovered overhead as the police took Britney to the UCLA 
Medical Center in a style equivalent to a presidential motorcade. All of this 
was just to keep the paparazzi at bay, but of course the paparazzi — who 
monitor police radio frequencies — were already at UCLA when the motorcade 
arrived. 

7. Why I Need the Drug Tests As Evidence: During the time I was 
supposedly trying to “drug her into a coma,” Britney was taking regular drug 
tests in connection with the custody battle. As her manager, I coordinated with 
her family law attorneys and made certain she complied with the Court’s 
supervised-child-visitation orders, including the drug tests. In my capacity as 
manager, I learned the results of the drug tests from Britney, although I did 
not always receive a copy. I also did not receive a copy of any drug tests which 
may have been administered at UCLA, nor during the month of February, 
2008, i.e., the 30-day period after the 85150 hold. Based on her slurred 
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speech during telephone calls I received from Britney during that time period, 
and bascd on my conversations with her and those around her, I anticipate 
that drug tests administered during the remainder of February, 2008 
demonstrate that she was heavily sedated by her father, as soon as he was 
appointed Conservator. Accordingly, by this motion I seek a court order 
compelling production of the drug tests, to use as evidence at trial in this 
matter. 

8. Why I Need the Baby Monitor Reports as Evidence: During the 


period I served as Britney’s manager, her child custody lawyers positioned 
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“baby monitors” inside her residence, to supervise visitations with her young 
114) children. These professional observers were present to monitor Britney's use of 
12] drugs and alcohol and witness her behavior toward her infant sons. During 
13 the crisis I was virtually living in Britney’s residence, so IT hadi extensive 

14 || interactions with the “baby monitors,” who were in a good position to observe 
15 | my conduct and interactions with Britney and her children. As Britney’s 

16) manager, I was privy to the baby monitor reports, but I did not receive copies 
17 || of all of them. If, as Lynne asserted in her declaration and libelous book, ] was 
18 || trying to drug Britney into a coma, cutting her telephone wires and disabling 
19} her cell phones, then the baby monitors would have been witnesses to such 
20 | conduct and their reports would contain detailed description. Since I did none 
21] of those things, I bring this motion to compel production of the baby manitor 
22 | reports because I wish to use them as evidence to exonerate myself from 

23 | Defendants’ false and libelous accusations. 

24 I hereby declare under penalty of perjury pursuant to the laws of the 

25 | State of California that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed this 31st 
26 || day of March, 2011, at Beverly Hills, California. 
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Joseph D. Schleimer - Bar No. 125049 
9401 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 1250 
Beverly Hills, California 90212 
Telephone: (310) 273-9807 
Telecopier: (310) 273-9809 
schleimerlaw@msn.com 


Attorney for Plaintiff Sam Lutfi 


SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA 
FOR LOS ANGELES COUNTY 


SAM LUTFI, an individual, Case No. BC 406904 
Plaintiff,. 


vs. DEMANDS FOR PRODUCTION 
PROPOUNDED TO DEFENDANTS 
JAMES SPEARS, LYNNE SPEARS 
AND BRITNEY SPEARS 


LYNNE IRENE SPEARS, an . [C.C.P. §2031.010 et seq.] 


individual; JAMES PARNELL _. 
SPEARS, an individual; BRITNEY 
JEAN SPEARS, an individual; and 
DOES 1 through 25, inclusive, 


Defendants. 
PROPOUNDING PARTY: Plaintiff Sam Lutfi 
RESPONDING PARTIES Defendants James Spears, Lynne 
Spears and Britney Spears 
SET NUMBER: One 


TO THE RESPONDING PARTIES AND THEIR ATTORNEYS OF RECORD 
HEREIN: Pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure §2031.010, et. seq., the 
Propounding Party demands that the Responding Parties identify and produce 
for inspection and copying at the law offices of Joseph D. Schleimer, Attorney 
at Law, located at 9401 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 1250, Beverly Hills, 
California, 90212, the ORIGINAL or best available copy, of the items specified 


Demands for Production Propounded to 
Defendants Lynne Spears, James Spears & Britney Spears 
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hereinbelow, at the hour of 11:00 a.m. on February 28, 2011. 

‘PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that you are required to serve a written 
response to this Demand for Production within 30 days after the service 
hereof (35 days if this Demand was served by mail). Failure to serve a timely 
response may result in a waiver of privileges and other sanctions, pursuant to 
Code of Civil Procedure § 2031.300. You are required to sign the response 
under oath, pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure § 2031.250. 

PLEASE TAKE FURTHER NOTICE that you are required to produce 
the DOCUMENTS (defined hereinbelow) either as they are kept in the ordinary 
course of business, or organized and labeled in accordance with the categories 
set forth hereinbelow. If any of the information sought by this demand is in 
electronic or other intangible form, you are required to translate said 
information through detection devices into a reasonably usable form. See, 
Code of Civil Procedure § 2031.280 

PLEASE TAKE FURTHER NOTICE that if you are unable to comply in 
full with this Demand for Production, you are required to certify that you 
made a diligent search and a reasonable inquiry in order to comply with this 
Demand. You are also required to specify whether your inability to comply is 
because the particular DOCUMENT or category of DOCUMENTS never 
existed, has been destroyed, has been lost, misplaced, or stolen, or has never 
been, or is no longer, in the possession, custody or control of the responding 
party. With respect to DOCUMENTS which are not in your possession or 
control, you are required to set forth the name and address of any natural 
person or organization which has possession, custody or control of that item 
or category of items. See, Code of Civil Procedure § 2031.230. 

PLEASE TAKE FURTHER NOTICE that, if you object to any portion of 
this document demand, you are required to set forth your objections in 
writing, within the time allowed, and (A) identify with particularity any 
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1 | DOCUMENT within any category in the Demand to which an objection is 
2 || being made, and (B) set forth clearly the extent of, and the specific ground for, 
3 || the objection. If an objection is based on a claim of privilege, the particular 
4|| privilege must be stated. If the objection is based on the attorney work 
5 | product immunity, the invocation of the work product immunity must be 
6 || stated. See, Code of Civil Procedure § 2031.240. 
7 || Demand for Production No. 1: 
8 Any and all DOCUMENTS which you identify, or should identify, in your 
9 || responses to the form interrogatories served concurrently herewith. 
10 “DOCUMENT,” as used in these Demands for Production, means 
11 the original and all copies of handwriting, typewriting, printing, 
12 photostating, photographing, photocopying, electronic or facsimile 
13 transmission, electronically stored data, every other means of 
14 recording information, and any and all forms of communication 
15 or representation, including letters, words, pictures, sounds or 
16 symbols, or combinations thereof, and any record thereby 
17 created, regardless of the manner in which the record has been 
18 ‘stored and includes (but is not limited to) any and all “writings” 
19 as defined in Evidence Code §250. 
20 || Demand for Production No. 2: 
2 Any and all DRUG TEST REPORTS concerning tests of Britney Spears 
22 || taken during the period October 1, 2007 through March 1, 2008. 
23 “DRUG TEST REPORT,” as used in these document demands, 
24 refers to any DOCUMENT written by or memorializing information 
25 supplied by any individual, entity or laboratory engaged to take a 
26 sample, analyze a sample, or report on laboratory analysis of a 
27 human drug test. 
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Demand for Production No. 3: 
Any and all BABY MONITOR REPORTS concerning Britney Spears 
and/or her children, pertaining to any period between October 1, 2007 and 
March 1, 2008. 
“BABY MONITOR REPORT,” as used in these Demands for 
Production, refers to any DOCUMENT written by or memorializing 
information supplied by individuals retained to monitor the 
mothering activities of Britney Spears, the care and custody of 
Britney Spears’ children, and/or conditions or activities taking 
place in Britney Spears’ home. 

Dated: January 27, 2011 JOSEPH D. SCHLEIMER 

ATTORNEY AT LAS 


~ 
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PROOF OF SERVICE 
BY PERSONAL DELIVERY 


I am employed in the County of Los Angeles, State of California. I am 
over the age of 18 and not a party to the within action. My business address 
is 9401 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 1250, Beverly Hills, California 90212. 


On *January 27, 2011* I served the foregoing document described as: 
*DEMANDS FOR PRODUCTION PROPOUNDED TO DEFENDANTS JAMES 
SPEARS, LYNNE SPEARS AND BRITNEY SPEARS [C.C.P. §2031.010 et 


seq.] * on the interested parties in this action by placing a true copy thereof 
enclosed in envelopes addressed as follows: 


SEE ATTACHED SERVICE LIST 
BY PERSONAL DELIVERY 


ont ann tr wn ee 


‘a I delivered the envelopes to the addressees as stated above. 


11] Executed on *January 21, 2011* at Beverly Hills, California. 


12 (State) I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the 
State. of California that the above is true and correct. 


rl aaa yo 
14: : 
Type or Print Name Signature 
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Service List 
Lutfi v Spears 


Michael 8. Adler, Esq. 
Joel M. Tantalo, Esq. 


‘Tantalo & Adler LLP 
1901 Avenue of the Stars, Suite 1000 


Beverly Hills, California 90067 


Attorneys for Defendant/ Appellant 
Lynne Spears 


Leon J. Gladstone, Esq. 
Donald L. Mabry, Es 


Gladstone Michel Weisberg Willner & 


Sloane ALC 
4551 Glencoe Avenue, Suite 300 
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292 


Attorneys for Defendant James P. 
Spears 


Robert 8. Gutierrez, Esq. 

Leopold, Petrich & Smit 

2049 Century Park East, Suite 3110 
Los Angeles, California 90067 


Attorneys for Defendant Thomas 
Nelson, Inc. 


Joel E. Boxer, Esq. 
Bonita D. Moore, “ay 

Bird Marella Boxer Wolpert 
Nessim Drooks & Lincenberg 
1875 Century Park East, 23 
Los Angeles, California 90067 


Floor 


Attorneys for James Spears as_ 
Conservator of the Estate of Britney 
Spears 


Samuel D. Ingham, III, Esq. 
9440 Santa Monica Boulevard 
Suite 510 

Beverly Hills, California 90210 


Court-appointed Attorney for Britney 
Jean Spears 


Demands for Production Propounded to 
Defendants Lynne Spears, James Spears & Britney Spears 
LASC Case No. BC.406904 
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LEON J. GLADSTONE, ees neers 70967) 
laden ladstonemichel 

ARY R. WALLACE, ESQ. ‘SBN 132214) 

wallace@gladstonemichel.com 

LADS E MICHEL 
WEISBERG WILLNER & SLOANE, ALC 
Mail Service: . 

Post Office Box 92621 _ 

Los Angeles, CA 90009-9998 
Location: 

aR Glencoe Avenue, Suite aoe 

na del Rey, CA 90292 

Te B10) 821-9000 « ee Gin 775-8775 


Attorneys for Defendant JAMES PARNELL SPEARS, 
individually 
SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, CENTRAL DISTRICT 


SAM LUTFI, an individual, Case No.: BC 406904 


Plaintiff, 
Assigned to: Hon. Zaven V. Sinanian, 
VS. Dept. 
LYNNE IRENE SPEARS, an individual, RESPONSES OF DEFENDANT 


JAMES SPEARS TO PLAINTIFF’S 
DEMANDS FOR PRODUCTION, SET 
NUMBER ONE 


Date Action Filed: February 3, 2009 


JAMES PARNELL SPEARS, an 
individual; BRITNEY JEAN SPEARS, 
an individual; and DOES 1 through 25, 


inclusive, 


Defendants. 
PROPOUNDING PARTY: Plaintiff Sam Lutfi 
RESPONDING PARTY: Defendant James Spears 
SET NUMBER: ONE (1) 


Defendant JAMES SPEARS (hereinafter “JS”) responds, in his individual capacity 
only, to the Demands for Production, Set One, served by Plaintiff SAM LUTFI 


(hereinafter “‘Lutfi’”) as follows: 
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GLADSTONE MICHEL 
WEISBERG WILLNER & SLOANE, ALC 


P.O. Box-92621 
Los Angeles, CA 90009-9998 


Preliminary Statement and General Objections 


Defendant James Spears has not yet completed his investigation of the facts 
relating to this case, has not fully completed discovery in this action, and has not 
completed his preparation for trial. All of the responses contained herein are based only 
on information and documents as are presently available and specifically known to JS. It 
is anticipated that further investigation, discovery, legal research,-and analysis will supply 
additional facts, add meaning to. known facts, and/or establish entirely new factual 
conclusions and legal contentions, all of which may lead to substantial additions to, 
changes in, and variations from the responses provided. 

The following responses, therefore, are given without prejudice to JS’s right to 
produce evidence of any subsequently discovered fact.or facts that JS may later recall or 
ascertain. JS accordingly reserves the right to change any and all responses herein as 
additional facts are ascertained, analyses are made, legal research is completed, and 
contentions are made. 

To the extent that any request calls for documents and information falling within 
any privilege, including without limitation the attorney-client privilege and/or the 
attorney work-product doctrine, such documents and information will not be produced.. 

Furthermore, a general objection is hereby interposed as to éach and every request 
on the grounds that plaintiff has failed to comply fully with outstanding discovery 
propounded to plaintiff by defendants in the within action, and said failure to fully 
comply has materially prejudiced JS’s ability to provide full and.complete responses. 

Each of the aforementioned general objections is incorporated by reference into 


each of the following responses. 
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GLADSTONE MICHEL 
WEISBERG WILLNER & SLOANE, ALC 


P.O. Box 92621 
Los Angeles, CA 90009-9998 


DEMANDS FOR PRODUCTION AND RESPONSES 
DEMAND FOR PRODUCTION NO. 1: 
Any and all DOCUMENTS which you identify, or should identify, in your 


responses to the form interrogatories served concurrently. herewith. 
“DOCUMENT,” as used in these Demands for Production, 
means the original and all copies of handwriting, typewriting, 
printing, photostating, photographing, photocopying, 
electronic or facsimile transmission, electronically stored 
data, every other means of recording information, and any 
and all forms of communication or representation, including 
letters, words, pictures, sounds or symbols, or combinations 
thereof, and any record thereby created, regardless of the 
manner in which the record has been stored and includes (but 
is not limited to) any and all “writings” as defined in 

F Evidence Code §250. 

RESPONSE TO DEMAND FOR PRODUCTION NO. I: 

Objection: The words “or should identify” are vague, ambiguous and uncertain, 
and their use in this context constitutes a violation of Code of Civil Procedure Section 
2031.030(c)(1)’s requirement that each document request either specify the individual 
item(s) requested or reasonably particularize each category of item requested. 

Objection: This request, considered in its entirety, is overbroad and potentially 
unduly burdensome. 

Objection: Plaintiff has failed to comply fully with outstanding discovery 
propounded to plaintiff by defendants in the within action, and said failure to fully 
comply has materially prejudiced JS’s ability to provide meaningful responses. 

Objection: This request seeks documents that, to the extent they exist (and no 
such representation is intended or implied hereby), may be subject to court orders, 


privacy rights, confidentiality obligations and/or other privileges or protections that 
$6187 Responses of JS to DFP#1 of Lufti.doc 3 
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P.O. Box 92621 
Los Angeles, CA 90009-9998 
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prevent their disclosure. For example, and without limitation, there is currently a court- 
ordered and supervised conservatorship in place as to defendant Britney Spears. To the 
extent that this request calls for the production of-documents concerning said conservatee 
and/or that are within the possession, custody or control of court-appointed conservators, 
said request has been propounded to the wrong party and should, if at all, be directed to 
said conservators for response. 
DEMAND FOR PRODUCTION NO. 2: 
Any and all DRUG TEST REPORTS concerning tests of Britney Spears taken 
during the period October 1, 2007 through March 1, 2008. 
“DRUG TEST REPORT,” as used in these document demands, 
refers to any DOCUMENT written by or memorializing information 
supplied by any individual, entity or laboratory engaged to take a 
sample, analyze a sample, or report on laboratory analysis of a 
human drug test. 

RESPONSE TO DEMAND FOR PRODUCTION NO, 2: 

Objection: This request is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 
admissible evidence. 

Objection: This request seeks documents that, to the extent they exist (and no such 
representation is intended or implied hereby), may be subject to court orders, privacy 
rights, confidentiality obligations and/or other privileges or protections that prevent their 
disclosure. For example, and without limitation, there is currently a court-ordered and 
supervised conservatorship in place for the individual identified in this request. To the 
extent that this request calls for the production of documents concerning said conservatee 
and/or that are within the possession, custody or control! of court-appointed conservators, 
said request has been propounded to: the wrong party and should, if at all, be directed to 
said conservators for response. 

i 
Hl 
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DEMAND FOR PRODUCTION NO. 3: 
Any and all BABY MONITOR REPORTS concerning Britney Spears and/or her 

children, pertaining to any period between October |, 2007 and March 1, 2008. 
“BABY MONITOR REPORT,” as used in these Demands for 
Production, refers to aay DOCUMENT written. by or memorializing 
information supplied by individuals retained to monitor the mothering 
activities of Britney Spears, the care and custody of Britney Spears’ 
children, and/or conditions or activities taking place in Britney Spears’ 


home. 


|| RESPONSE TO DEMAND FOR PRODUCTION NO. 3: 


Objection: This request is. not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 
admissible evidence. 

Objection: This request seeks documents that, to the extent they exist (and no such 
representation is intended or implied hereby), may be subject to court orders, rights of 
privacy, confidentiality obligations and/or other privileges or protections that prevent 
their disclosure. For example, and without limitation, there is currently a court-ordered 


and supervised conservatorship in place for the individual identified in this request. To 


the extent that this request calls for the production of documents concerning said 


conservatee and/or that are within the possession, custody or control of court-appointed 
conservators, said request has been propounded to the wrong party and should, if at all, 
be directed.to said conservators for response. 


GLADSTONE MICHEL 
WEISBERG WILLNER & SLOANE, ALC 


es Ja Wehbe 


GARY R. WALLACE 
Attorneys for Defendant JAMES 
P LL SPEARS, individually 


DATED: February 24 2011 
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P.O. Box 92621 
Los Angeles, CA: 90009-9998 


GLADSTONE MICHEL 
WEISBERG WILLNER & SLOANE, ALC 


So? EARS 


AFFIDAVIT AND DECLARATION OF PROOF OF SERVICE BY MAIL - 
(Code Civ. Proc. §§ 1013a(3) and 2015.5) 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES } 


I, the undersigned, am employed in the County of Los Angeles, State of 
California. I am over the age of 18 and not a party to the within action. I am employed 
by Gladstone Michel Weisberg Willner & Sloane, ALC, whose business address is: 4551 

lencoe Avenue, Suite 300, Marina del Rey, California 90292 (the “firm"). 


On February 28, 2011, I served the Ores coeur described as 
RESPONSES OF DEFENDANT JAMES SPEARS TO PLAINTIFF’S DEMANDS 
FOR PRQDUCTION, SET.NUMBER ONE on the interested parties in this action by 
placing [X] the original and true copy(ies) as indicated thereof, enclosed in sealed 
envelope(s) with postage thereon fully pepsi and, by causing such envelope(s) to be 
deposited in the mail at 4551 Glencoe Avenue, Suite 300, Marina del Rey, California 
90292, addressed as follows: 


»3¢ , Esq. 

Attoriie at Law Bonita D. Moore Eg , 

9401 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 1250 BIRD MARELLA BOXER WOLPERT 

Beverly Hills, CA 90212 NESSIM DROOKS & LINCENBERG, P.C. 

TEL: (3.10) 273-9807 1875 Century Park East, 23" Floor 

FAX? ee, 273-9809 Los Snes; CA 90067 

Email: schleimerlaw@msn.com TEL: (310) 201-2100 

Attorneys for tL, FAX: (310) 201-2110 
Attorneys for James P. Spears and Andrew 
Wallet as co-conservators wh the Estate of 
Britney Jean aac on behalf of Defendant 
Britney Jean Spears 


Michael S. Adler, Esq. 
TANTALO & ADLER LLP Attorneys for Defendant Lynne Irene Spears 
1901 Avenue of the Stars, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA.90067-6012 


KX BY MAIL(C.C.P. : ney deposited such sa ta for processing in the 
mail room in our offices. I am readily familiar with the firm's practice o 
collecting and proce ine correspondence for mailing with the’ United States Postal 
Service: it is deposited with the United States Postal Service on that same day in 
the ordinary course of business. | am aware that on motion of a party served, 
service is presumed invalid if the postal cancellation date or postal meter date on 
the envelope is more than one day after the date of deposit for mailing contained 
in this affidavit. 


I declare under penalty of perjury under the.laws of the State.of California that the | 
above is true and correct. Executed on February 2% _, 2011, at Marina del Rey, 


California. 
SANDRA cavaeeca 
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jeb@birdmarella.com 


Wk 


‘Joel E. Boxer - State Bar No. 50169 


Bonita D. Moore - State Bar No. 221479 


bdm@birdmarella.com 


BIRD, LLA, BOXER, WOLPERT, 
NESSIM, DROOKS & LINCENBERG, P.C. 

1875 Century Park East, 23rd Floor 

Los Angeles, California 90067-2561 


Telephone: (310) 201-2100 
Facsjmile: (310). 201-2110 


Attorneys for James P. Spears and Andrew 
Wallet as Co-Conservators of the Estate of 
Britney Jean Spears, on behalf of 
Conservatee Britney Jean Spears 


SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, CENTRAL DISTRICT 


SAM LUTEI, an individual, 
Plaintiff, 


vs. 


CASE NO. BC 406904 


RESPONSES AND OBJECTIONS OF 
CO-CONSERVATORS OF THE 
ESTATE OF BRITNEY JEAN SPEARS 
TO PLAINTIFF SAM LUTFI'S 


LYNNE IRENE SPEARS, an individual, DEMANDS FOR PRODUCTION 
JAMES. PARNELL SPEARS, an 


{| individual, BRITNEY JEAN SPEARS, an | Assigned to Hon. Zaven V. Sinanian, 


individual; and DOES | through 25, Dept. 23 
inclusive, 
Action Filed: February 3, 2009 
Defendants. . Trial Date: January 23, 2012 


PROPOUNDING PARTY: 
RESPONDING PARTY: 


SET NO.: 


PLAINTIFF SAM LUTFI 


James P. Spears and Andrew M. Wallet, as Co- 
Conservators of the Estate of Britney Jean Spears 


ONE 


Pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure § 2031.010, James P. Spears and 


Andrew M. Wallet, as Co-Conservators of the Estate of Britney Jean Spears (“Co- 


Conservators”), hereby respond to the first set of demands for production of documents 


(“Demands”) that plaintiff Sam Lutfi (“Plaintiff or “Lutfi”) purported to serve on 
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conservatee Britney Jean Spears (“Conservatee”) as follows: 
| I 
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

The Co-Conservators have not yet completed their investigation of the facts relating 
to this case; thus, these responses reflect only the current state of the Co-Conservator’s 
knowledge, understanding, and belief with regard to matters about which inquiry has been 
made. All of the responses contained herein are based only on information and documents 
as are presently available and specifically known to the Co-Conservators. Accordingly, 


these responses are neither intended to, nor shall in any way be deemed, an admission or 


|| representation that further information responsive to the request does not exist. The 


following responses, therefore, are given without prejudice to the Co-Conservators’ right 
to produce evidence of any subsequently discovered fact or facts. Moreover, the Co- 
Conservators reserve the right to change any and all responses herein as additional facts 
are ascertained, analyses are made, legal research is completed, and contentions are made. 
Furthermore, these responses are given without prejudice to the Co-Conservators’ right to 
use or rely on at any time subsequently discovered information, or any information omitted 
from these responses by inadvertence, mistake or otherwise. 

Nothing contained herein is intended as, or shall in any way be deemed, a waiver of 


the attorney/client privilege, the attorney work product doctrine, the common interest 


|| and/or joint defense privilege, rights of privacy, protections of conservatees, and/or any 


other applicable privilege, doctrine or protection. 
II 
GENERAL OBJECTIONS 
Each of the General Objections set forth below is made to the Demands for 
Production in their entirety, and to each Demand (each a “Demand” and collectively, the 
“Demands”) as if fully set forth therein. For particular emphasis, the Co-Conservators 
have, from time-to-time, expressly included one or more of the General Objections in the 


responses below. The Co-Conservators’ response to each Demand is submitted without 


3565.2:297514.1 : 3 | 


RESPONSES AND OBJECTIONS TO PLAINTIFF SAM LUTFI'S DEMANDS FOR PRODUCTION, SET ONE 


1 


co Co NY AO UO SF WY LN 


rm BH KH KO ho nN wo dN NO =~ —_ —_ _ — — — aes rar pmes 
oo ~~ nN a - iw No —_ om) Na} oo —l nN Lo) fo Ww NO — [ome] 


prejudice to, and without in any respect waiving, any General Objections not expressly set 
forth in that response. 

1. The Co-Conservators assert a blanket and continuing objection that 
discovery propounded by Plaintiff should be directed to the parties who have appeared in 
the above-titled action (“Action”), the Co-Conservators, and not to Ms. Spears directly or 
individually. Ms. Spears has not and shall not appear in the Action. Plaintiff filed the 
Action and served this discovery after the Conservatorship was established and with 
knowledge of the Conservatorship orders. 

ai In responding to the Demands, the Co-Conservators will comply with the 
requirements of the California Code of Civil Procedure, the California Rules of Court and 
other rules of this Court, and other applicable law. The Co-Conservators object to any 
“Definitions,” “Instructions,” or other purported requirements in the Demands that purport 
to impose any greater or different obligations than those imposed by law. 

a The Co-Conservators object to the Demands on the grounds, and to the 
extent, that they request information by reference to purported facts, events, or contentions 
that the Co-Conservators believe are false, never occurred or were not made, respectively. 
The fact that the Co-Conservators have responded to any such Demand is not meant, and 
shall not be construed, as an admission of the truth of any such fact, nor of the existence of 
any such event or contention. 

4. The Co-Conservators object to the Demands on the grounds, and to the 
extent, that they seek information that is not relevant to the subject matter of this action 
and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

5. The Co-Conservators object to the Demands on the grounds, and to the 


extent, that they seek information protected by applicable statutory or common law 


4| privileges and/or protections, including but not limited to the attorney-client privilege, the 


attorney work product doctrine, the common interest doctrine, rights of privacy, rights and 
protections of conservatees, and the protection of settlement and mediation materials. The 


Co-Conservators will produce only information that is not subject to any applicable 
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statutory or common law privileges or protections. Moreover, the inadvertent production 
of information protected by such privileges and protections shall not constitute a waiver of 
the applicable privilege or protection either as to information or documents inadvertently 
produced or as to any other information or documents. 

6. The Co-Conservators object to the Demands on the grounds, and to the 
extent, that they call for the production of information that is proprietary or confidential or 
a trade secret. The Co-Conservators will disclose information that is proprietary or 
confidential, or that constitute or would reveal trade secrets, only after the entry of a 
suitable Protective Order or pursuant to other mutual agreement of the parties. 

fe The Co-Conservators object to the Demands on the grounds, and to the: 
extent, that they: seek documents or information containing confidential information or 
information protected under rights of privacy guaranteed by any applicable state or federal 
law as to the Conservatee, any other parties or third parties. 

8. The Co-Conservators object to the Demands to the extent they seek 
information that is not within the Co-Conservators’ possession, custody or control and/or 
is within. Plaintiffs control or is equally available to Plaintiff. 


9. The Co-Conservators object to the Demands to the extent they are vague, 


ambiguous, unintelligible, and/or require the Co-Conservators to speculate as to the 


meaning intended. 
10. Any and all responses set forth below are made. without waiving or intending 
to waive, but rather preserving and intending to preserve (a) all objections as to their 


competence, relevance, materiality and admissibility as evidence for any purpose; (b) the 


right to object on any ground to the use of such information; and (c) the right at any time to 


supplement the response(s). 

11. | The Co-Conservators object to the Demands on the grounds that Plaintiff has 
failed to comply fully with outstanding discovery propounded to Plaintiff by defendants in 
this action, including the Co-Conservators, while at the same time refusing to provide a 


reasonable extension for the Co-Conservators to respond to Plaintiff's much later-served 


3365.2:297514.1 4 1 


RESPONSES AND OBJECTIONS TO PLAINTIFF SAM LUTFI'S DEMANDS FOR PRODUCTION, SET ONE 


1 || discovery. Said failure to fully comply with Plaintiff's own discovery obligations has 


2 || materially prejudiced the Co-Conservators’ ability to provide meaningful responses by the 
3 || deadline dictated by Plaintiff. 
4 Hl 
5 RESPONSES AND FURTHER OBJECTIONS 
6 || DEMAND FOR PRODUCTION NO. 1: 
7 Any and all DOCUMENTS which you identify, or should identify, in your 
8 || responses to the form interrogatories served concurrently herewith. 
9 “DOCUMENT,” as used. in these Demands for Production, means the 
10 original and all copies of handwriting, typewriting, printing, photostating, 
Ii photographing, photocopying, electronic or facsimile transmissions, 
12 | electronically stored data, every other means of recording information, and 
13 any and all forms of communication or representation, including letters, 
14 words, pictures, sounds or symbols, or combinations thereof, and any record 
15 thereby created, regardless of the manner in which the record has been stored 
16 and includes (but is not limited to) any and all “writings” as defined in 
17 Evidence Code § 250. 


18 | RESPONSE TO DEMAND FOR PRODUCTION NO. 1: 

19 The Co-Conservators repeat and incorporate by this reference each of their General 
20 || Objections herein including, without limitation, their objection that the Demands are 

21 ||improperly directed to the Conservatee, who has not and will not appear in this action, 

22 || thereby precluding a meaningful response. The Co-Conservators repeat and incorporate by 
23 ll his reference each of the objections asserted in the responses to each of the form 

24 || interrogatories served concurrently with the Demands. The Co-Conservators further object 
25 || on the grounds that the Demand invades rights of privacy and/or protections of the 

26 || Conservatee and/or her children from Plaintiff who is the express subject of a 3-year 

27 || restraining order issued by the Los Angeles Superior Court in 2009 to protect the 


28 || Conservatee and her family. The Co-Conservators further object to the extent the Demand 
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calls for information protected by the attorney-client privilege, the attorney work product 
doctrine and related protections. The Co-Conservators further object to the extent the 
Demand does not seek information that is relevant or reasonably calculated to lead to the 


discovery of admissible evidence. The Co-Conservators further object that the failure of 


Plaintiff to timely respond to outstanding discovery propounded by defendants to Plaintiff 


in the within action has materially prejudiced the Co-Conservators’ ability to provide a 
meaningful response to this Demand. The Co-Conservators further object that the phrase 
“should identify” is ambiguous and uncertain in the context of this Demand. 
DEMAND FOR PRODUCTION NO. 2: 

Any and all DRUG TEST REPORTS concerning tests of Britney Spears taken 


during the period October 1, 2007 through March 1, 2008. 


“DRUG TEST REPORT,” as used in these document:demands, refers to any 
DOCUMENT written by or memorializing information supplied by any 
individual, éntity or laboratory engaged to take a sample, analyze a sample, 
or report on laboratory analysis of a human drug test. 


RESPONSE TO DEMAND FOR PRODUCTION NO. 2: 


The Co-Conservators repeat and incorporate by this reference each of their General 
Objections herein including, without limitation, their objection that the Demands are 
improperly directed to the Conservatee, who has not and will not appear in this action, 
thereby precluding a meaningful response. The Co-Conservators further object on the 
grounds that the Demand invades rights of privacy and/or protections of the Conservatee 
from Plaintiff who is the express subject of a 3-year restraining order issued by the Los 
Angeles Superior Court in 2009 to protect the Conservatee and her family. The Co- 
Conservators further object that the Demand does not seek information that is relevant or 
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

DEMAND FOR PRODUCTION NO. 3: 

Any and all BABY MONITOR REPORTS concerning Britney Spears and/or her 

children, pertaining to any period between October 1, 2007 and March 1, 2008. 
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RESPONSE TO DEMAND FOR PRODUCTION NO, 3: 


‘DATED: March 4, 2011 Joel E. Boxer 


“BABY MONITOR REPORT,” as used in these Demands for Production, 
refers to any DOCUMENT written by or memorializing information 
supplied by individuals retained to monitor the mothering activities of 
Britney Spears, the care and custody of Britney Spears’ children, and/or 


conditions or activities taking place in Britney Spears’ home. 


The Co-Conservators repeat and incorporate by this reference each of their General 
Objections herein including, without limitation, their objection that the Demands are 
improperly directed to the Conservatee, who has not and will not appear in this action, 
thereby precluding a meaningful response. The Co-Conservators further object on the 
grounds that the Demand invades rights of privacy and/or protections of the Conservatee 
and her children from Plaintiff who is the express subject of a 3-year restraining order 
issued by the Los Angeles Superior Court in 2009 to protect the Conservatee and her. 
family. The Co-Conservators further object that the Demand does not seek information 


that is relevant or reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 


Bonita D. Moore 
BIRD, MARELLA, BOXER, WOLPERT, 
NESSIM, DROOKS & LINCENBERG, P.C. 


By: 
Bonita D. Moore 
Attorneys for James P. Spears and Andrew Wallet 
as Co-Conservators of the Estate of Britney Jean 
Spears, on behalf of Conservatee Britney Jean 
Spears 
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PROOF OF SERVICE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 


— 


I am employed in the County of Los Angeles, State of California. I am over the age 
of 18 and not a party to the within action; my business address i is 1875 Century Park East, 
23rd Floor, Los Angeles, California 90067-2561. 


On March 4, 2011, I served the following document(s) described as RESPONSES 
AND OBJECTIONS OF CO-CONSERVATORS OF THE ESTATE OF BRITNEY 
SPEARS TO PLAINTIFF SAM LUTFI'S DEMANDS FOR PRODUCTION on the 
interested parties in this action as follows: 


BY MAIL: By placing a true copy thereof in sealed envelopes addressed to the 
arties listed on the attached Service List and causing them to be deposited in the mail at 
OS a a California. The envelopes were mailed with postage thereon fully prepaid. I 

am readily familiar with our firm's practice of collection and processing correspondence 
for mailing. It is ee with the U.S. Postal Service on that same day in the ordinary 
course of business. I am aware that on motion of party served, service is presumed invalid 
if postal cancellation date or postage meter date is more than one day after date of deposit 
11 || for mailing affidavit. 


co Oo Oe HN DH PP WY NY 


12 I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 
foregoing is true and correct. 


Executed on March 4, 2011,:at Los Angeles, California. 


16 Back Wot 


Beth Martin 


al 
fey 


i 
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SERVICE LIST 
Lutfi v. Spears 
Case No. BC 406904 


Gary Wallace Michael Samuel Adler 
Leon J. Gladstone '  Tantalo & Adler LLP 
Gladstone Michel Weisberg Willner & 1901 Avenue of the Stars, Suite 1000 


Sloane, ALC 


4551 Glencoe Avenue, Suite 300 


Marina del Rey, CA 90292 
Telephone: (310) 821-9000 
Facsimile: (310) 775-8775 


Los Angeles, California 90067-6012 
Telephone: (310) 734-8694 

Facsimile: (310) 734-8696 

Counsel for Defendant Lynne Spears 


Counsel for Defendant James P. Spears, 


Individually 


— 


PROOF OF SERVICE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 


1 am employed in the County of Los Angeles, State of California. I am over the age 
of 18 and not a pa to the within action; my business address is NOW Messenger 
Service, 350 S. Figueroa, Suite 183, Los Angeles, California 90071. 


On March 4, 2011, I served the following document(s) described as RESPONSES 
“AND OBJECTIONS OF CO-CONSERVATORS OF THE ESTATE OF BRITNEY 
SPEARS TO PLAINTIFF SAM LUTFI'S DEMANDS FOR PRODUCTION on the 
interested parties in this action as follows: 


BY PERSONAL SERVICE: By delivering a true copy thereof by hand to the 
office of the persons: listed on the attached Service List. 
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| declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 
foregoing is true and correct. 


Executed on March 4, 2011, at Los Angeles, California. 
NOW Messenger Service 


up 


— 
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Joseph D. Schleimer 

9401 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 1250 
Beverly Hills, CA 90212 
Telephone: (310) 273-9807 


Facsimile: (310) 273-9809 


Attorney for Sam Lutfi 


SERVICE LIST 
Lutfi v. Spears 


Case No. BC 406904 © 


wie 


JOSEPH D. SCHLEIMER 


ATTORNEY AT LAW 


9401 WILSHIRE BOULEVARD 
SUITE 1250 
BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA 90212 
TELEPHONE: (310) 273-9807 
TELECOPIER: (310) 273-9809 


March 2, 2011 


Via Telecopier No. (310) 775-8775 Via Telecopier No. (310) 201-2110 


and U.S. Mail and U.S. Mail 
Leon J. Gladstone, Esq. Joel E. Boxer, Esq. 
Gary R. Wallace, Esq. Bonita D. Moore, Esq. 
Gladstone Michel Weisberg Bird Marella Boxer Wolpert 
Willner & Sloane ALC Nessim Drooks & Lincenberg 
4551 Glencoe Avenue, Suite 300 1875 Century Park East, 23" Floor 
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292 Los Angeles, California 90067 


Re: Lutfi v Spears 
Our File No. 1019-2 


Dear Messrs. Gladstone, Wallace and Boxer and Ms. Moore: 


Please consider this my request that you “meet and confer” about James 
Parnell Spears’ refusal to produce documents in response to Plaintiff's First Set 
of Requests for Production: 


Request No. 1: This calls for the production of documents which should 
have been identified in response to CJC Form Interrogatories, most notably 
CJC 15.1, which calls for disclosure of all documents pertinent to affirmative 
defenses and the denial of material allegations of the Complaint, and 17.1, 
which requires disclosure of documents which pertain to the denial of Requests 
for Admission. 


Most attorneys respond to these document-identification interrogatories 
by pledging to produce the documents, rather than go through the laborious 
task of listing them. If a list is provided, it is routinely incorporated into a 
specific document demand. In your client’s case, he simply stonewalled and 
refused to identify defense documents whatsoever. As I have previously written, 
said refusal is inappropriate and CJC 15.1 and 17.1, etc., must be answered. 


Your client objects to the use of the words “or should identify” in this 
Request for Production, but the need for those words was demonstrated by the 
CJC responses, i.e., your client’s refusal to answer. Because I used those 
words, Mr. Spears is required, per Code of Civil Procedure §2031.010 et seq. to 
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produce the documents whether he identified them or not. The words used are 
self-explanatory, and the objection based on “vague, ambiguous and uncertain” 
is meritless. 


The objection that Plaintiff supposedly failed to comply with discovery in 
some unspecified fashion, and that prevented your client from complying with 
his own discovery obligations is unintelligible. Code of Civil Procedure 
§2031.010 et seq. calls for the production of documents in the “custody, 
possession or control” of the responding party, and it is irrelevant whether 
documents were identified or produced by the propounding party. 


To the extent you are invoking the outmoded concept of “priority,” the 
Legislature abolished that objection when it enacted the Civil Discovery Act of 
1986. The pertinent provision is now codified at C.C.P. §2019.020{a). 


Conservatorship Issue: All three of your responses asserted the 
following objection: 


“This request seeks documents that...may be subject to court 
orders. . .that prevent their disclosure. For example, and without 
limitation, there is currently a court-ordered and supervised 
conservatorship in place as to Britney Spears. To the extent this 
request calls for production of documents concerning said 
conservatee and/or that are within the possession, custody or 
control of court-appointed conservators, said request has been 
propounded to the wrong party and should, if at all, be directed to 
said conservators for response.” 


Since the Responding Party, James Parnell Spears, is in fact Conservator 
for Britney Spears, the objection about propounding the document requests to 
the “wrong party” is meritless. Your client has custody, possession and control 
of the “conservatorship” documents, and he is required to produce them under 
C.C.P. §2031. See, Regency Health Services, Inc. v. Superior Court (1998) 64 
Cal.App.4th 1496, 1498 (“Every litigant has a legal obligation to comply with 
the provisions of the Civil Discovery Act of 1986. (Code Civ. Proc., §2016 et 
seq.).. . .[N]o exemption is provided for litigants represented by guardians.”) 


As you know, I simultaneously propounded these document demands to 
Defendant Britney Spears (the Conservatee) and Defendant James Parnell 
Spears (the Conservator), so there is no bona fide argument that the “wrong 
party” was served, because I served both sides of the conservatorship. 
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You asserted unspecified privilege and privacy objections, but I cannot 
tell what, if anything, is being withheld, nor why. When will you be providing a 
privilege log? 


Requests for Production Nos, 2 and 3: 


As you are well aware, my client was terminated as Britney Spears’ 
manager based on the allegation that he was drugging Britney and isolating 
her by disabling her motor vehicles and cell phones. Mr. Lutfi attests that these 
allegation constituted perjury by Lynne Spears. 


Since Mr. Lutfi is suing for breach of contract, and the allegations of 
drugging and disabling constitute the defense of good cause, discovery of 
evidence pertinent to the drugging and disabling allegations is highly relevant. 


The drug tests are sought because they should corroborate Mr. Lutfi, 
who denies that he drugged Britney Spears. Likewise, the baby monitor reports 
should corroborate my client, since they were positioned in the residence to 
look for, among other things, drug use, and to be able to give witness to what 
went on in the residence. The supervisor of the baby monitor team has already 
filed an affidavit in support of Mr. Lutfi, so the baby monitor reports are likely 
to support his case. 


The drug tests and baby monitor reports are also pertinent to the libel 
cause of action against Lynne Spears. Mrs. Spears’ book, Through the Storm, 
re-published the accusations that Mr. Lutfi drugged Britney and disabled her 
automobiles and cell phones. The drug tests are sought to demonstrate falsity. 
Likewise, the baby monitor reports are calculated to disprove the libelous 
publication that my client drugged Britney and disabled her automobiles and 
cell phones. 


In response to the assault and battery cause of action, you asserted an 
affirmative defense of justification. I anticipate you are going to argue that Mr. 
Lutfi’s alleged “drugging”of Britney and the supposed disabling of her cars and 
cell phones constituted a justification for assault and battery. Thus, evidence 
that my client did not drug Britney, nor isolate her by disabling her 
automobiles and cell phones, is calculated to lead to the discovery of 
admissible evidence. 


Please note that the facts and evidence pertinent to the justification 
defense should have been disclosed in your client’s response to CJC 15.1. 
Unfortunately, you objected and refused to answer, which I consider to be 
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discovery abuse. Since you filed an Answer asserting justification as an 
affirmative defense to the assault and battery charge, and you have nothing 
else to support that defense, I fully expect you will cite to the “drugging 
Britney” allegation, etc., as the foundation for that defense. As such, the drug 
tests and baby monitor reports are highly relevant and they must be produced. 


1 look forward to your response to the foregoing. 


Very truly yours, nese 
( 


APH D. SCHLEIMER 


JDS:ms 
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Lutfi/Spears - Meet and Confer 


From: Gary Wallace (gwallace@gladstonemichel.com) @ 
Sent: Thu 3/03/11 5:50 PM 

To: Joseph Schleimer (schleimerlaw@msn.com) 

| Cc: Leon Gladstone (Igladstone@gladstonemichel.com) 


Joe - 


, As you are hopefully aware, Leon and I called you this morning and left a 
voice mail for you (your secretary stated that you were on the phone). The 
purpose of the call was to engage in the discovery meet and confer that you 
requested. I will be in the office most of the day tomorrow and will be 
available to speak with you then. 


Gary 


' Gary R. Wallace 
‘ Gladstone Michel Weisberg Willner & Sloane, ALC 
4551 Glencoe Ave., Suite 300 
Marina del Rey, CA 90292 
Tel. (310} 821-9000 
! Fax (310) 775-8775 
| Email: gwallace@gladstonemichel.com 
Web: www.gladstonemichel.com 


| NOTE: The information contained in this email may contain attorney-client 
privileged and confidential information intended only for the use of the 

! individual or entity named above. If the reader of this message is not the 

! intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible to deliver it to the |} 

' intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, 

distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you 

have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by 

email and delete the original message. 
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Lutfi v Spears - Meet and Confer 


From: Joseph Schleimer (schleimerlaw@ msn.com) 


Sent: Fri 3/04/11 4:19 AM 


To: Gary R. Wallace, Esq. (gwallace@gladstonemichel.com) 
Cc: Leon Gladstone Esq. (Igladstone@gladstonemichel.com) 
Bec: Sam Lutfi (samlutfi@gmail.com) 


Gary: 
I am available to talk today, and I will call you. 


Preliminarily, since I am very busy, I would appreciate the courtesy of a written response to my 
detailed written correspondence about your client's "stonewall" responses to Plaintiff's written 
discovery. 


Please be specific by withdrawing objections, and (expressly or by omission) stating which objections 
you are not going to withdraw, so we can limit our discussion to the latter. 


Best regards, 


Joseph D. Schleimer 


Attorney at Law 

9401 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 1250 
Beverly Hills, California 90212 
Telephone: (310) 273-9807 
Telecopier: (310) 273-9809 
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> From: gwallace@gladstonemichel.com 

> Subject: Lutfi/Spears - Meet and Confer 

> Date: Thu, 3 Mar 2011 17:50:46 -0800 

> CC: Igladstone@gladstonemichel.com 

> To: schleimerlaw@msn.com 

> 

> Joe - 

> 

> As you are hopefully aware, Leon and I called you this morning and left a voice mail for you (your 

secretary stated that you were on the phone). The purpose of the call was to engage in the discovery 

meet and confer that you requested. I will be in the office most of the day tomorrow and will be 

available to speak with you then. 

> 

> Gary 

> 

> 

> Gary R. Wallace 

> Gladstone Michel Weisberg Willner & Sloane, ALC Exhibit 6 56 
> 4551 Glencoe Ave.,, Suite 300 ~ 
> Marina del Rey, CA 90292 
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> Tel. (310) 821-9000 

> Fax (310) 775-8775 

> Email: gwallace@gladstonemichel.com 
> Web: www.gladstonemichel.com 


> NOTE: The information contained in this email may contain attorney-client privileged and confidential 
information intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above. If the reader of this 
message is not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible to deliver it to the intended 


. recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication 


is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by 
email and delete the original message. 
> 
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Lutfi v Spears--meet and confer 


, : 
From: Joseph Schleimer (schleimerlaw@msn.com) 


Sent: Sun 3/06/11 12:44 PM 

To: Gary R. Wallace, Esq. (gwallace@gladstonemichel.com) 

Ce: bdm@birdmarella.com; tgladstone@gladstonemichel.com; jeb@birdmarella.com; madler@ta- 
Ilp.com; jtantalo@ta-llp.com 

Bec: Sam Lutfi (samlutfi@gmail.com) 


Dear Gary: 
This will confirm our phone call on Friday, March 4, 2011, during which you promised that James 
Parnell Spears will withdraw objections and provide "full and complete” responses to Plaintiff's written 


discovery within two weeks, which I calendar as March 18, 2011. 


You were hazy about which objections you are going to withdraw, so I would appreciate a written 
clarification on that. , 


Very truly yours, 


7 Joseph D. Schleimer | 


| Attorney at Law 

9401 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 1250 
Beverly Hills, California 90212 
Telephone: (310) 273-9807 
Telecopier: (310) 273-9809 
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JOSEPH D. SCHLEIMER 


ATTORNEY AT LAW 


940! WILSHIRE BOULEVARD 
SUITE 1250 
BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA 902I2 
TELEPHONE: (310) 273-9807 
TELECOPIER: (310) 273-9809 


March 7, 2011 


Via Telecopier No. (310) 201-2110 


and U.S. Mail 


Joel E. Boxer, Esq. 

Bonita D. Moore, Esq. 

Bird Marella Boxer Wolpert 

Nessim Drooks & Lincenberg 

1875 Century Park East, 23™ Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90067 


Re: Lutfi v Spears 
Our File No. 1019-2 


Dear Mr. Boxer and Ms. Moore: 


Please consider this my request that you “meet and confer” concerning 


your refusal to produce documents in response to the C.C.P. §2031.010 et seq. 
demands propounded to Britney Spears: 


Your primary objection, repeated throughout, which you cited to justify a 
blanket refusal to produce any documents at all, is the existence of the three- 
year-old “temporary” conservatorship. As I previously advised you, the law does 
not provide any such exemption. Indeed, Regency Health Services, Inc. v. 
Superior Court (1998) 64 Cal.App.4th 1496, 1500 expressly rejected the 
concept that an appearance on behalf of a disabled person by a representative 
might operate as a shield against having to answer discovery: 


“If a party could obtain a broad exemption from discovery 
obligations simply by obtaining appointment of a guardian ad 
litem, applications for such appointments would expectably be a 
major litigation battleground, since such applications would serve 
as de facto motions for exemption from discovery. The tremendous 
tactical advantage of exemption from discovery would expectably 
generate many additional guardian ad litem appointment 
applications, with the applying party arguing for incompetency at 
increasingly lower levels of impairment. Vigorous opposition to 
such applications, with contested hearings and requests for 
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discovery on the issue of incompetency, would be expectable. A 
considerable body of law would expectably accumulate regarding 
when it is appropriate for a discovery exemption to be granted by 
the appointment of a guardian. None of this has happened, 
however. The lack of such developments indicates that no one to 
date has believed that such a discovery exemption exists.” 


Demand for Production No. 1: 


This demand seeks production of your “contention” documents, which 
should be identified in response to, inter alia, CJC Interrogatory No. 15.1. In 
practice, most lawyers answer the CJC interrogatories by electing to produce 
their documents instead of listing them. This document demand requires 
production in the event a list is provided. You declined to do either, objecting 
and refusing to list and produce. Your meritless reasons for refusing to answer 
CJC 15.1, etc., are the subject of a separate “meet and confer” letter which | 
already sent you. I would appreciate a response. 


In refusing to produce your “contention” documents, you cite the 
existence of the restraining order as if it was a bar to my client’s right to 
conduct discovery. As I previously advised you, restraining orders are 
interlocutory and do not act as a collateral estoppel, much less a bar to 


discovery. Huntingdon Life Sciences, Inc. v. Stop Huntingdon Animal Cruelty 


USA, Inc. (2005) 129 Cal.App.4th 1228. 


Please note that some of the evidence sought by Mr. Lutfi’s demands for 
production goes toward demonstrating that the RO was obtained through the 
use of a perjured affidavit by Lynne Spears. Discovery is not permitted in RO 
proceedings, so this is the first opportunity my client has had to discover 
evidence to prove that Mrs. Spears lied under oath. 


With respect to the right of privacy and privilege objections, please 
provide a privilege log, as required by C.C.P. §2031.240(b). 


Demand for Production No. 2: 


This demand seeks production of Britney Spears’ drug tests for the 
relevant time period when my client stands accused of drugging her. You object 
that the drug tests are irrelevant, which is a peculiar objection indeed, since 
the issue of whether my client was “drugging Britney Spears” goes right to the 
heart of this case: 


° Breach of Contract: Your defense to the breach of contract action is 
based on the allegation that the Conservator had “good cause” to 
terminate my client as Britney’s manager because he was supposedly 
drugging Britney. The drug tests are sought to refute that allegation. 


° Libel: In her book, Mrs. Spears accused my client of drugging Britney. 
That accusation was republished all around the world. The drug tests are 
sought as evidence of falsity, an element of libel. 


° Assault_and battery: In the assault and battery case, your client, James 
Parnell Spears, asserted a justification defense based on his claim that 
he struck my client in defense of his daughter, who was supposedly 
being drugged by Sam Lutfi. 


The drug tests were taken and used in the custody litigation, and my 
client was not just privy to them, one of his duties as her manager/ minder was 
making sure Britney took them. He was an active participant in the custody 
case, acted as liaison with her lawyers, and diligently assisted the lawyers in 
obtaining her compliance with procedures, strategy. . .and drug testing. Hence, 
there is no legitimate grounds for withholding the drug tests based on a privacy 
objection since they were never private with respect to Mr. Lutfi. 


Demand for Production No. 3: 


This demand seeks production of the reports filed by the child custody 
supervisors (“baby monitors”) who were positioned in Britney’s home during 
the time when my client was her manager. 


As you are well aware, one of the “baby monitors” has already filed an 
affidavit in this case, rebutting some of the accusations made against my 
client. The reports are sought as corroboration of her testimony and as further 
evidence in support of my client’s case. 


Part of my client’s role as Britney’s manager included interacting with the 
baby monitors, so their reports go to the performance of his duties. 


These reports were used as evidence in the custody battle, and my client 
was privy to them at the time, so there is no basis for withholding them under 
a theory of privilege or privacy. Since the events which transpired in the 
residence during that time are highly relevant to the case, the reports should 
be produced. 


of LA AEA 


I] look forward to your prompt response to the foregoing. 


Very truly yours, 


JDS:ms 
cc: Leon Gladstone, Esq. 
Gary Wallace, Esq. 
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BIRD « MARELLA * BOXER * WOLPERT * NESSIM * DROOKS & LINCENBERG 


March 8, 2011 
Via PDF and U.S. Mail 


Joseph D. Schleimer, Esq. 
9401 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 1250 
Beverly Hills, CA 90212 


Re: Lutfi v. Spears, et al. 
LASC Case No. BC 406904 


Dear Mr. Schleimer: 


A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION 


Bonita D. Moore 
bdm@birdmaretla.com 


1875 Century Park East, 23rd Floor 


Los Angeles, California 90067-2561 - 


Telephone (310) 201-2100 
Facsimile (310) 201-2110 
www.BirdMarella.,com 


File 3565.2 


We are in receipt of your letters dated March 4, 6, and 7, 2011 requesting "meet 
and confers” regarding respectively the Requests for Admission, Form Interrogatories, 
and Document Requests propounded by plaintiff to the conservatee, Britney Spears. 


Your letters implicate a number of complicated factual and legal issues, such as 
the jurisdiction of various courts, that we must asséss before we can undertake a 
meaningful "meet and confer." We must also confer with our clients, whose availability 
is limited. We anticipate being in a position to conduct a meet and confer by Monday, 
March 14, 2011. We are available in the early afternoon on Monday and are generally 
available on Tuesday. Please let me know your availability on those days. 


Very truly yours, 


LE Blo 


Bonita D. Moore 


BDM:em . 
ce: Joel E. Boxer 
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Lutfi v. Spears -- meet and confer next week 


+ From: Joseph Schleimer (schleimerlaw@msn.com)} 

‘Sent: Tue 3/08/11 4:47 PM 

| To: Bonita D. Moore Esq. (bdm@birdmarella.com) 

| Cc: — Igladstone@gladstonemichel.com; jeb@birdmarella.com; gwallace@gladstonemichel.com; 
madler@ta-ilp.com; jtantalo@ta-ilp.com 

: Bec: Sam Lutfi (samlutfi@gmail.com) 


Dear Bonita: 


Iam available to "meet and confer” with you on Monday, March 14, 2011, as you request. I can speak 
by telephone, or if you want to meet in person, you can come to my office. 


In light of the complete "stonewalling" you did, objecting to ALL of Plaintiff's discovery, I would 
appreciate a written justification for your. conduct before then, including an exposition of legal authorities 
for your position (if you have any, which I doubt), and a written committment to withdraw objections, if 
you are going to withdraw any objections. 


Iam unimpressed with your claim you need to research jurisdiction. This matter is pending in the Los 
Angeles Superior Court, the case has been assigned for all purposes to Department 23, the Hon. Zaven 
V. Sinanian presiding, and he has plenary, and exclusive, jurisdiction over all discovery matters. 


Very truly yours, 


Joseph D. Schleimer 


Attorney at Law 

9401 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 1250 
Beverly Hills, California 90212 
Telephone: (310) 273-9807 
‘Telecopier: (310) 273-9809 


From: bdm@birdmarella.com 

To: schleimerlaw@msn.com 

CC: jeb@birdmarella.com 

Date: Tue, 8 Mar 2011 13:58:28 -0800 

Subject: FW: Lutfi v. Spears, et al. - 3/8/11 Letter to Joseph Schleimer Re: Meet and Confer 


Please see the attached letter. 
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1 ph: 310-201-2100 [x232] 

. fax: 310-201-2110 

' e-mail: bdm@birdmarella.com 
website: www.birdmarella.com 
Assistant: Beth Martin [x317] 


PRIVILEGE AND CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE 

This message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain privileged or confidential information. Any 

unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please advise the sender i 
, by reply email that you received this message in error. : 
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Lutfi v Spears--telephone call 


! From: Joseph Schleimer (schieimerlaw@msn.com) 
» Sent: Mon 3/14/11 9:15 AM 
To: Bonita D. Moore Esq. (odm@birdmarella.com) 
Cc: Igladstone@gladstonemichel.com; jeb@birdmarella.com; gwallace@gladstonemichel.com; 
| madler@ta-Ilp.com; jtantalo@ta-llp.com 
| Bec: Sam Lutfi (samlutfi@gmail.com) 


| 
‘Good Morning Bonnie: 

\ 

| Sorry you were unavailable to speak by telephone when I called this morning to "meet and confer." 
| 


I would appreciate it if you replied with any legal authorities you may have uncovered concering 
your challenge to Judge Sinanian's jurisdiction. 


Very truly yours, 


Attorney at Law 
i 9401 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 1250 
Beverly Flills, California 90212 
| Telephone: (310) 273-9807 
Telecopier: (310) 273-9809 


: Joseph D. Schleimer 
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March 16, 2011 


Joseph D. Schleimer, Esq. 
9401 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 1250 
Beverly Hills, CA 90212 


| Re: Lutfi v. Spears, et al. 
LASC Case No. BC 406904 


Dear Mr. Schleimer: 


~ 


A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION 


Bonita D. Moore 
bdm@birdmareila.com 


1875 Century Park East, 23rd Floor 
Los Angetes, California 90067-2561 
Telephone (310) 201-2100 
Facsimile (310) 201-2110 
www.BirdMarella.com 


Fite 3565.2 


This letter is intended to summarize the results of our telephonic “meet and 
confer” conducted on March 14, 2011. Preliminarily, we agreed that the Co- 
Conservators, on behalf of Conservatee Britney Spears, shall have through April 4, 2011 
to provide supplemental responses to the Requests for Admission, Form Interrogatories, 
and Requests for Production (each Set One) (collectively, “The Discovery Requests”’) 


propounded by Mr. Lutfi. 


The Co-Conservators stand by their objection that, under Regency Health Services, 
Inc. v. Superior Court, 64 Cal. App. 4th 1496 (1998), Mr. Lutfi has served the wrong 
party; however, they will not insist on your re-serving The Discovery Requests on the 
Co-Conservators. The Co-Conservators will respond pursuant to Regency. 


Below is a summary our “meet and confer” that follows the specific items listed in 


your letters dated March 4-6, 2011. 


I. Form Interrogatories 


A. Interrogatory No. 15.1: The Co-Conservators will provide substantive 


responses pursuant to Regency. 


Aa 


responses pursuant to Regency. 


Pa 
oF Ea? 


Sharon Ben-Shahar Karis A. Chi Mitchell A. Kamin Aparna S. Mathur 
Terry W. Bird Mark T. Drooks Benjamin O. Lichtman Bonita D. Moore 
Joel E. Boxer Thomas R. Freeman Gary S, Lincenberg Ronald J. Nessim 

Eric E. Bronson Benjamin N. Gluck Vincent). Marella Angela E, Oh 
PaulS. Chan David |. Hurwitz Marc E. Masters Thomas V. Reichert 


Jennifer 5. Chang Bruce L. Ishimatsu Jean Y. Rhee 


B. Interrogatory No. 17.1: The Co-Conservators will provide substantive 
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Ekwan E. Rhow 
John K. Rubiner 
Peter J. Shakow 
Michelle C. Tam 
Dorothy Wolpert 
Steven K. Yoda 
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C. Interrogatory No. 50.2: The Co-Conservators will provide substantive 
responses pursuant to Regency. 


Dz. Interrogatories Nos. 50.3-50.6: The Co-Conservators will provide 
substantive responses pursuant to Regency. 


iH. Requests for Production 


A. — Request for Production No. 1: The Co-Conservators will produce non- 
privileged or otherwise-protected seSPONEIVE documents, if any, pursuant to Regency. 


equest for Production No. 2: Subject to a protective order being in place 
that is acceptable to the Co-Conservators (which includes an “attorneys eyes only” 
provision), and assuming that the production would not be violative of any other 
outstanding court order in another matter, the Co-Conservators will produce Britney 
Spears’ drug tests for the period from October 13, 2007 to February 1, 2008 (i.e., from 
the purported initiation of the alleged oral contract up to the date the conservatorship was 
established). 


C Request for Production No. 3: The Co-Conservators will stand on their 
objections and will not produce reports filed by the child custody supervisors. Among 
other problems with this Request, I noted that such reports would violate the rights of 
third parties, both adult and minors, and would probably be violative of existing court 
orders. As | stated, we are looking into such court orders. 


Ill. Requests for Admissions 


A. Requests for Admission Nos. 1-5: The Co-Conservators will provide 
substantive responses pursuant to Regency. 


B. Requests for Admission Nos. 6-8: The Co-Conservators will stand on their 
objections and will not provide supplemental responses. 


Ci Requests for Admission Nos. 9-10: The Co-Conservators will stand on 
their objections and will not provide supplemental responses. 


G D. — Requests for Admission Nos. 11-12: The Co-Conservators will provide 
i substantive responses pursuant to Regency. 


ee) 
ee 
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IV. Other Issues 


As to your inquiry regarding whether the Co-Conservators would agree to an 
independent medical examination of Ms. Spears, I indicated they would not but agreed to 
take the issue under further consideration and provide a final response at a later date. 


I agreed to provide authority regarding the concurrent jurisdiction of courts. 
Please see Guardianship of Kemp, 43 Cal. App. 3d 758, 761 (1974) (“The probate court 
has exclusive jurisdiction of guardianship proceedings, and after a guardian has been 
appointed, the court has continuing jurisdiction over the guardian and the administration 
of the ward’s affairs.”); Browne v. Superior Court, 16 Cal. 2d 593, 597-98 (1940) (the 


jurisdiction of the probate court is a continuing one). See also Probate Code § 2102 (“A 


guardian or conservator is subject to the regulation and control of the court in the 
performance of the duties of the office.”). I reserve the right to provide further 
authorities, but wanted to be responsive to your request. 


Finally, as to Mr. Lutfi’s deposition, per my confirmatory email on March 14, 
2011, we agreed to take the March 17 date off-calendar and agreed to set a new mutually 
convenient date that will be at least one week after production of documents from your 
client is completed. You indicated that it will likely take at least a month for such 
production to be completed. | said that depending on timing and volume of the 
production, we may need more than one week after completion of such production before 
the deposition commences, and you indicated you would not have a problem with that. 
You also reiterated your earlier agreement that you would not try to leapfrog any other 
depositions ahead of Mr. Lutfi's. As any proposed date will likely be subject to change 
regardless of who proposes it now, owing to the uncertainties of the timing and amount of 
production, I am enclosing an:'amended notice of deposition simply to preserve priority 


hy 


" 
4 


Wie 


. ace 3/16/2011 eS Page | of 2 


Lutfi V Spears--discovery matters 


From: Josebl Schleimer JcanisiimeeaivG Reehi eat. 

Sent: Wed 3/16/11 5:09 PM 

To: Bonita D. Moore Esq. (bdm@birdmarella.com) 

Ce: Leon Gladstone Esq. {Igladstone@gladstonemichel.com); Joel Boxer Esq. (jeb@birdmarella.com); 
Gary R. Wallace, Esq. (gwallace@gladstonemichel.com); Michael S. Adler, Esq. (madler@ta- 
llp.com); Joel Tantalo Esq. (jtantalo@ta-Ilp.com) 

Bec: Sam Lutfi (samlutfi@gmail.com) 


Bonita Moore, Esq. 
Bird Marella Boxer Wolpert 
Nessim Drooks & Licenberg 


Dear Bonita: 


Your letter state that I "agreed" to give you until April 4, 2001 to supplement Britney Spears’ 
responses. Actually, you unilaterally helped yourself to the additional time and unilaterally declared that 
was when you were going to serve supplemental responses on behalf of Britney Spears. I did not “agree” 
to it; you simply gave me no choice in the matter. 

I note that your letter fails to state which objections are being withdrawn. I have asked you several 
times to go on the record about that and you have failed to do so. I:hope you are not planning on 
delaying for three weeks, then re-serving the same battery of meritless objections? 


Your letter also states that I “agreed” to reschedule Mr. Lutfi's deposition. That's also incorrect. I 
acknowledged to you that Plaintiff's document production could not be completed this week because, 
among other things, my client had to order his telephone bills and they haven't arrived from the phone 
company. You asked if I planned to limit his deposition to one day if documents are not produced, and I 
acknowledged you would definitely be entitled to resume his deposition at a later date with respect to 
any documents not timely produced. You then elected not to proceed with the deposition this week. 
Once you decided to postpone, I agreed to provide you with an alternate date -- projected out beyond 
the date when I hope to complete Mr. Lutfi’s document production, 


High-handedly, you did not wait for the alternate date I promised. Instead, you unilaterally served 
a Notice of Deposition designating Monday, April 25, 2011. That is not a convenient date for me. Among 
other things, it would force. me to meet and prepare my client on a Sunday. 


Additionally, I never promised: not to take third party depositions before Mr. Lutfi is deposed. I have 
none planned because I am too busy, and due to my jam-packed calendar it is very unlikely 
I will have time until after Mr. Lutfi is deposed. However, I have another hyper-active case which may 
settle, so I must reserve the right to commence deposing third party witnesses when and if my calendar 
opens up and I am free to do so. 


In the meantime, I remind you about my earlier statement that I did not intend to depose the 
Defendants until after Plaintiff Lutfi makes himself available for at least one day of testimony. Arguably, 
he did that this week. However, as a practical matter I have no intention of deposing the Defendants 
until I have their documents and full and complete responses to-written discovery. Thus far, I have 
gotten absolutelynothing from you -- nil answers to interrogatories, nil answers to requests for 
admissions, and a nil productin of documents. Despite your letter, I strongly suspect you are going to 
wait three weeks. then re-serve the same meriltess obiection. and if that is the case. then Tam aoina to 
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have to bring at least one, and probably several, motions to compel. So the question of deposition 
priority is almost certainly moot. 


As concerns your citation to Probate cases, what is your point? Are you now re-asserting 


_ your objection that Judge Sinanian lacks jurisdiction over the discovery issues pending between our 
. Clients? I was under the impression, when we spoke, that you were withdrawing your jurisdictional 


challenge. Please clarify. 


Your letter once again raises the speculation there may be a mysterious court order floating 
around which restricts my client's discovery rights with respect to Britney Spears. I asked you to provide a 
copy, and none has been produced. Indeed, your letter suggests that you don't have actual 
knowledge any such order exists. I cannot take this part of your letter seriously, until and unless you 
produce an actual Court order. 


Very truly yours, 


Joseph D. Schleimer | 


Attorney at Law 

9401 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 1250 
Beverly Hills, California 90212 
Telephone: (310) 273-9807 
Telecopier: (310) 273-9809 
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Bryan J. Freedman, Esq. (SBN 151990) 
FREEDMAN & TAITELMAN, LLP 
1901 Avenue of the Stars, Suite 500 
Los Angeles, California 90067 

Tel: (310) 201-0005 

Fax: (310) 201-0045 


Attorneys for Plaintiff Sam Lutfi 


SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 


SAM LUTFI, an individual, 
Plaintiff, ) 
) 
vs. ) 
) 
LYNNE IRENE BRIDGES SPEARS, an ) DECLARATION OF ROBIN JOHNSON 
individual, et al., 
Defendants. ) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
I, Robin Johnson, do hereby declare: 
1. I am over the age of eighteen. I am not a party to this action. Except as to those 


facts that are stated herein on information and belief, as to the following facts, I know them to be 
true of my own knowledge. If called upon to testify, I would and could testify competently to the 
facts set forth herein. 

2. ] have worked as a Supervised Visitation Monitor for about 10 years. For all 
times relevant hereto, I have been, and remain, the Owner of Family Care Monitoring Services, a 
California corporation in good standing. 


“Be As a family care monitor, J am often retained by attorneys in high-profile celebrity 
000329 
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cases to monitor, witness and report on a subject celebrity’s behavior and interaction with 
children and other family members. My reports are often used as evidence in child custody and 
marriage dissolution proceedings. 

4. In or about October 2007, Family Care Monitoring Services was retained by the 
law firm of Trope & Trope, attomeys for Britney Spears (“Britney”), to monitor, witness and 
report on Britney’s interaction with her two children, Sean Preston Federline and Jayden James 
Federline. 

a I was the primary monitor assigned to the case. There were two alternate 
monitors. 

6. For all but one week during a seven (7) month period of October 2007 through 
April 2008, I monitored Britney and her children each week from approximately noon on Friday 
through the following Monday morning, and on Tuesdays from approximately 9:00 a.m. to 
approximately 5:00 p.m. During that seven month time period, my sole responsibility was to 
monitor and document how Britney behaved and interacted with her two children. 

7. For most of the time I was with Bniney, the only persons constantly present with 
her were the two children, a housekeeper named Sabi, and one of three of Britney’s personal 
assistants, including, without limitation, her cousin, Alli Sims. 

8. Sam Lutfi (“Lutfi”) was also present approximately two-thirds of the time I was 
monitoring Britney. Lutfi never slept over at Britney’s home in Malibu, California at any time 
when I was present, 

9, Mr. Lutfi often spent the night in a guest room at Britney’s home in Beverly Hills. 
My room was located between Lutfi’s and Britney’s rooms, 

10. I am informed and believe that Britney’s mother, Lynne Spears (“Lynne”) has 
stated in her book, “Through the Storm”, that she believed Mr. Lutfi was intentionally trying to 
shut Britney’s family out of her life. Based on my own personal knowledge and experience, I do 
not believe that Lynne’s belief has any valid foundation. 

11. During the time I monitored Britney, Lutfi constantly encouraged Britney to make 


peace with her parents, especially her mother, Lynne. For example, on more than one occasion, 
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Lynne would call or send Britney a text message. Britney would then get irate, yelling and 
calling her mother names. On each of these occasions, Lutfi would attempt to calm Britney 
down and sciSilleeicoueane her to call Lynne or respond to the message. 

12. On one occasion, in November 2007, I was present at Britney’s residence when 
Lynne appeared at the front gate asking to be let in. I witnessed Britney refuse to allow her 
mother to enter. I also witnessed Lutfi telling Britney that she should let Lynne into the house to 
talk. 

13. | I am also informed and believe that, in her book, Lynne asserts that Lutfi told her 
that he had thrown away all of Britney’s cell phone chargers and cut phone lines at Britney’s 
house. Based on my own personal knowledge and experience, I do not believe that this assertion 
is true. 

14. Atall times during the period in which I monitored Britney, the telephones at her 
houses were always in order. ‘I was keenly aware of this fact since, as a family care monitor, I 
must have the ability to make emergency telephone calls at all times. Since cell phone reception 
is very poor around Britney’s homes, my ability to use house telephones was a necessity. 

15, On several occasions, I witnessed Britney calling the telephone company and 
requesting that her telephone service be disconnected or asking her housekeeper, Sabi, to make 
such a call. In addition, based on the fact that I often saw Britney talking on her cell phones, I do 
not believe there was ever any time in which Lutfi confiscated any or all of Britney’s cell phone 
chargers. 

16. 1am informed and believe that, in her book, Lynne also asserts that Lutfi told her 
that he had ground up pills, such as Risperdol and Seroquel, in Britney’s food in attempt to keep 
her sedated and out of trouble. Based on my own personal knowledge and experience, I do not 
believe that this assertion is true. 

17. Asa family care fieniing I am required to be aware of all drugs (prescription or 
otherwise) being taken by the persons I am monitoring. During the seven month period in which 
I monitored Britney, she was taking anti-depressant medication as prescribed by her doctors. I 


witnessed Britney taking this medication on an almost daily basis. 1 am unaware that she had 
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been prescribed any other such medications, J also witnessed that the anti-depressant drugs had 


the opposite of a sedating effect on Britney. 
18. am informed and believe that, in her book, Lynne further asserts that Lutfi told 


Lynne that he disabled Britney’s cars so that she could not leave her house unattended. Based on 


my own pers 
19.  Atno time during the period in which I monitored Britney did I ever witness her 


onal knowledge and experience, I do not believe that this assertion is true. 


have any difficulty starting any of her cars. In fact, on most occasions, Brituey would request 


either I, or ont of the alternate monitors, drive her in her car to run errands, etc. Each time J did 


so, the car was in perfect working order. I never had to request that any car be restored to 


running condition. 


[hereby declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 


foregoing is true and correct. 


Executed this 5 day of December 2008, at Los Angeles, California. 
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Notice of Hearing and 
ry Restraining Order 


@) 


Name nha aa asking fee protection: 

Britney Jean Spears (temporary consery. James P, Spears} 

Address (rktp thir if pou Auve of lawyers: Gy pou wins pour address. 
io be private, give o mailing address instead; 


Lip: 


Ciry: 2 State: 


Your tebcphone num ber fontanal): { 5) 
Your lawyer fifyou save wel: (Nowe, address, relephore number, and 


State Bar munther); Geraldine A. Wyle (#89735) 


Luce, Forward, Hamilton & Seripps LLP 
601 S. Figueroa St. 30th Fioar 


Sueesior Court et 7 Oalthorals, Cousty of 
Las Angeles 

Stanley Mosk Caurthoase 

111 N. Hill St. 

Log Angeles, CA 90012 


Weight 170 
or; Brown 


rig 
A court hearing is scheduled on the eoiaat for orders’ against you to'stop. harassment: * 


Narne and addecss of court ff different from above: 
Heartng pare: FEB 2.22008 time: {8D __ Sete ed tbe 

Date Dept: x on Ria. 2 4y : a! = 
i you de aot want the court to make orders against you, file Porn CH-11O, Then go to the hearing and tell the 
court why you disagree, You may bring witnesses end other evidence. Cf you do not go to this hearing, the caurt 
may make restraining orders against you that could last up to 3 years. 

@ Court Ordare 

The court feheek ar bb 
1 plas scheduled the hearing stated in @). No orders are ixtued against you ar this time. 
b 


Has scheduled the hearing stated in @) snd baa issued the temporary orders against you specified on 
paye 2. ff you do not obey these orders, you can be arrested and charged with a crime. And you may have 
to go to jail, pay 2 fine of up to $1,000, of both. 


This is'a Court. Order. 
Raatraining Onder (CLETS) CH-120, Page tof 4 


Westar deans mw manne Noticg OF Salis and Temporary 


LT, Madaton'y Pores, 
pelea ean $F DITA end S573 Harasamen > 
ae Faaewrican Legaidlet tec 
é 
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Temporary Orders Against the Restrained Person 
(Write the name of the person in @J: Osnsta (“Sam Lotfi 


The court has made the tamporary ordors Indicated below against you. You must obsy all 
these orders. Thase orders will expire on the date of the hearing tisted In Quniess they are 
extendad by the court. 
(8) ) Personal Conduct Orders 
You must nol de the following things ta the people listed in G@) and &: 
(@ a. Harass, attack, strike, threaten, assault (rexvally or otherwise), bit, follow, stelk, destroy personal 
property, keep under surveillance, or block movemcats. 
Yb Contac (directly o¢ indirectly), telephone, send messages, mail, or e-enal), 
¢. Take any action, directly on through others, to obtain the addresses oy locations of the persons in © and 
GB. (ifitem ¢ is not checked, the court has found good cavse ot to make this order.) 


coat a contact Us Uhrough 3 oS Lawyer or a process server or other person for service of legal papers relard 
case is, Berar ‘and @ocs ‘nol violate this Order. 


A ae speci): 
& patios si Sl oe 
& eae RS 
oF from that person's home os place of 
stone 


é i } : 
i ny other way get a.gun ot 


a aE mer 


Turn in or r Sell Gulia oF ‘Firearms 

You must: 

* Sell to licensed gun desley or tun in to police any gucs or firearms thal you possess or contol. Thit 
must be dene within 24 hours of being served with this ordez. 

* File a receipt with the cour within 48 houss of receiving this ordez that proves guns have been tumed kn ar sold. 
(You may use Farm CHT 45 for tals.) 


(3) C Other Ordars specify): 


This is a Court Order. 


a a ee NAAR PERERA. | 
Taal Notice of. Hearing and Temporary Restraining Order (CLETS} Klee, Pane SOF 4 
(Civ Harassmost) > 


78 3 


Perry 


z7d 


see enna 
HdZi* it B@00¢ SO 48S 


. fw > “) 
| — 7) 
Your name; Britncy Jean Spears (temporary conserv. James PS er / CEL 7 y af 


C) Other Protected Persons 
List of the full games of all family of houschold menibers protected by these orders: 


instructions for the Protected Person 
To the person in G): (Write she nome of the persan in Q): Britney Jean Spears (temp. cons. James $ 


(1) Sarvice of Order on Law Enforcament 
If the court issues temporary resraining orders, by the close of business on the date the orders are made, you or 
your lawyer should deliver a copy af this Order and any proof of service forms to cach law enforcement agency 


Address (City, State, Zip) 
150 N. Los Angetes St. L.A, CA 90012... 


, it 


464 NN, Rexford Drive, Beverly Hills CA 90210 


You trust Gle with tie court before the bearing a proof of service of these documents en the person in (. 
43) Time for Service fchews a, 5, or o) ; 

a. (2) A copy of the documents listed in @ must be served in person to the person in (2) 
at east 5 days before the hearing. 

b. 5 A copy of the documents listed ind must be served ia person to the person in @) 
at least 2 days before the hearing. 

¢. 2 A copy of the documents listed in {2 must be served in person to the pertan i 
at rast days before. the hearing. 


(3) No Fee for Filing 
Filing fees are waived. 


? cs This is a Court Order 
ni . Nolice of Hearing and Temporary Restraining Order (CLETS Zo, Pape 3 oa 
Fi a (civil Harassment} ‘ } > 


79-3 
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Your name: Britney Jean Spears (temporary consery, James P, Spears) 


Gs) © No Fee for Service of Order by Law Enforcement 
The sheriff or marsha) will serve this Order without charge becanse: 
« (2 The Onder is based on stalking. 
b 1 The Order is based on a credible threat of violence. 
c. (1 The person in (@) is entitled to 2 fee waiver. 


You Cannot Have Guns or Firearms 

= UNO possess, buy or iry to buy, receive or try to receive, or otherwise get a gun while this Order 
mye fect Tf you, ‘Can 'g0,t0 jail'and pay a $1,000 fine. You must seil toa Ecensed gun dealer of tun in to 
‘gens‘or ‘firearms that you have or control in accordance with item @) above, The coat will require you 


AGEH is enforceable sayoie in ‘aa no an the gaa a, al tribal 
der, or hs verified its existence Gb th the Califorala Law 
= law enforcement agency, fas not: Bot received proof af 


ee 


to criminal penalti 


eee peen 2e0| SST Ty 


Fe 


%Requests-for Accommodations Pani Eis tN 
Assistive listening systems, computer-assis ted real-t time eiiening: or sign language 
intarpreter services are available if you ask atleast 5 days before the bearing, Contact the 
clerk's office or gato www. cuurtnje.cagowforms for Request for Accommodations by 
Persons Wh Ditabilities atid Order (Form MC-410), (Civil Code, § 54.8.) 


(Clore will Fill out chis part} 


—Clork's Certificate 
Clerk's Ceriifleare | certify that this Netice of Nearing ane Temporary Restraining Order isa truc 
farsi} and correct copy of the original on File in the court. 


bate: | Clerk, i Deputy 


' This isa Court Order, . 


CH-120, Pepa + of4 


ay 4 


Moses 247 1 RE Notico of Hearing and pemporary Reatralaing orcer {CLETS) 
(Chvll Harazamant) 


a Wee Tt 8002 SO G43 


PLB IES 


Request for Orders to 
_CH-100° Stop Harassment _ 


Your name (person ar or provection) 
O Britney Jean Spears (tem Hcg fe ro conserv. James P. S pears) 
Your address (skip tis if you have a lawyer): (If you wan! your 
address to be private, give a mailing address instead): 


City State: Zip: 
Your telephone number (apron): ( ) 
Your lawyer fifyow hove onal: (Navme, aubtress, tlephone 
number. and State Bar member}: 

Geraldine A. Wyle (#89735) /Jeryl §, Cohen (#125392) 


Luce, Forward, Hamilton & Scripps LLP 
SOLS, Figuaos 39th Floor, LA CA F001 7 (213) 892-4993 


(2) Name of person you want protection from: 
cre Osamast Sam"): Luthiscsr seer ia 
“a fn uate aks ea ee 


Sex: JM OF Weight !70 pounds 
= Race. Mestit:: NM tAaar Colar: Black ae 
1. As BIE oat of Birth: R16? ra : 


Superior Court af Califoreia, con of 
Los Angeles 

Stanley Mosk Courthouse 

LLIN. Hill St 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 


isos tisaranp semitone “Oo Yes [No 
O) Check here if you need more space. Attach o sheet of paper ond write “CH-100, item I—Describe Protected 
Persons” at the top of the page. 
(4) Why are you filing int this court? (Check aff thar anphy): 
The person in(2) lives in this county. 
T was hurt (physically of emotionally) by che person ia @)here. 
CJ Other ¢specify): : 
(s) How do you know the person in@? (Describe): 


Britney met Mr. Lurfi in or about October 2007, Me. Lusfi has essentially moved into Britosy's home and 


has purported to take conisal life, home, and fing 


_ This is not a Court Order. 


a en RUST for Orders Paebeat Rr Napa CHAD, Pog 1 ee 


Cade PG Preceae, $6 4170 ond OT 9 
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Case Mumbar. 
Your name: Britney Jean Spears (emporary consery. James P. Spears) 
nett ate ca tn hp a POLAR cA Ar TT TSS TT TTC TA OI Itt CD, 


@) Describe how the persuct in @) has harassed you: 


a. 
b 


Date of most recent haraysment: 1/29/2008 
Who was there? Mr Lutfi, £ Lyne §$ Adnan Ohalib, Chad Hardcastle, unknown 


c. Did the person in @ commit any acts of violence or threaten to comunit any acts of violence against you? 


d. 


c. Did Wie conduc! OF the pera in ( ® described above seriously Beit £Oney, Ot | harass, se sour | ves, 0 No 


@) @ 


Yes No 


Ifyas, dercribe those acts or threats, 


a 


Did the person In @ engage in a couse of conduct that harassed you and caused substantial emotional 


diseress? (Yes C}No 
ifyes, deveribes Mr, Lutfi drugged Britney, He has cur Britney's home phone line and removed her cell 


pions chat. ers, He. ells. at ber. He claims to control cverything -- Britney's business manager, her 


rat the gate. See Declaration of Lynne Spears attached hereto. 


Moe eos 
Ease Attach a sheet of, paper ‘write “CH- 00" . Describe 


Morin ithe rR a 
Chock tha ‘ordars youi i want 
Perdaital Conduct Siders) , F ! 
I axk the Beis to order Bie peso Qt (ono tdo the fod anyone Aisted in®: 
sie treatin as (sexually or amber We, stalk, destroy personal 


Rad tty |, HORT 


RRR RE rn CTTAGS, Page d alt 
; Request for Orders to Stop Harassment APRESS 


tk, 
i Fae keep under P surveillance, oF block r movements, eee _ 
b, Contact {either directly or indiecth Jorastephone, Of, send: messages or seeeail ‘og.e-riail. 


RE RG Fate - 
The person, in) will also, ibe ondored not to take any action: to! getthe, addresses ‘orilocations af any protected 
Ase oD it ie ismaily members, or their caretakers unless the: gaunt unt finds vood' cause not to make the onder. 
or Soars ania unr nanese cass? 


Siycavey Ordors 
Task the court to order the person in} to sity at least (xpecifys 250 yards away from me 

aod the peopte listed in (3) and. the places listed below: (Check all a apply): 

a. if] My home 3, (Zi My vehick | 

b. @ My job or workplace e. @ Other (specif): UCLA Medical Center, parents’ homes, 
&. 2] My chitden's school or child care siblings’ homes, childrens’ homes, Britney's homes 

If the court orders the person in G to stay uway from all the places Listed above, will thal person 

still be able to get to his or her home, school, orjob? &] Yes () No 


fro, explain: 
: ; ais 


’ This is not a Court Order, yrs 


(Chil Harasamant) ~?> 


go § 
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(9) C) Others to Bo Protected 
Should the other penple listed in) also be covered by the orders described above? 
O Yes [No [7] Does not anply 
yes, explain: 


Order About Guna or Other Firearms 


| ask the court to order the person in @ to be prohibited fom owning, possessing, purchasing, ar receiving, or 
attempting fo puschase or receive firearms and to sell or turn in any guns of flrearms thal he or she controls. 


‘@) Ci Othor Ordarsa 
1 ask the courtio > order the persan In @) to (rpecify: 


; an ae ie - y 
der. ogee RECessSiy IO i 


efi by Mesa. ud wo allow iw Herron > neces 


ce ee ay 
G3) Delivery of Crdars to Lat ee 
My lawyer or | will give copies of the andess io the follawing faw enforcement agencies: 
a. Name of Agency: Los Angeles Police cnt 


Address: .|S0.N. Los Angeles Sereet, 
City,Los Angeles Stare: CA. “Zips $0012 


b. Name of Agency: Beverly Hills Police Department 


Pecks SGD NEE eR i i 
City: Beverly Hills _ Stare: CA Zip, 90230 
49) (i Other Court Cases 


Have you ever asked any court fir other sestralning orders citi the. ey sion nin? Z) yes QO No 
Sfyes, specify the Counties and case numbers if you know them: 


This is nota Court Order. 
dcmpeasck load Request for Orders to Stop Harassment CHATS, POTS 


(Chvli Harassment} 


93 ¢ 


ae Wi8d it BO02 SO aeg 


Your nance: Britney Jean Spears (lemporary conserv, James P. Spears) 


n) > 


\Gase Number. 


G5) [Cy Time tor Service 


You must have your papers personally served on (notify) the person in (2) at tenst $ days before the hearing, 
unless the court orders a different time for service. (Fora: CH-135 explains “What Is Proof of Service?" Form 
CH-130 men be used to show ute coset chat the papers have been served.) If your papers camnot be served at 
beast § days before the hearing and you need more time, explain why: 


(‘] No Fee for Filing 


[ ask the court to waive the filing fee because the person in@) has used ov threatened to use viclence against 
me, has stalked me, or hag acted o spoken in some other way that inakes me reasonably fear vickenee. 1 am 
asking for a restraining order to stop this conduct. 


mo) (3_No Fea to Serve Ordars 


pnd ethane bree Dated 


: “ea Past ak, the Coun 16 6 10 0; 10 orde? the sheriif.or of marshal to serve (notify) ue person in @) about the orders for tee because: 


request for orders | fs eee an stalking; or 


ane 


g. 
te sidiegrttie sting free cee orders based on a ee Z 


a 
Applicatisn ar Waiver oft 
CR px Ce es 


Rie avhcn. enone ome 
ecw iene eam me Che 


() Check here if you aved mare space, Antioch sheer of paper aid write *CHL100. item 18—Lawyer's Faes and 
Costs” at the top of ike page. 


G3) Additional Relter 


Task the court for additional relief a3 may be proper, 
Number of pages attached to this form, ifany:___§ 


Geraldine A. Wyle -_ > ; 
Lawyer's name Lawyer 3 signature 

i declare under penalty of perjury under the taws af the State of California thar ihe joformation above and oa 

all stiachments is true and correct. 


James P. Speass, temporary conservator 


Type or print pour nawwe gn ‘your naine 
“ This is nat a Court Order, 


w 


Sracdta ei ee pe a ge ee eee OO Paces old, 
satieic die aa Request for Orders to Stop Harassmont ar ageeats 


{Civil Harassment) 
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DECLARATION OF LYNNE SPEARS 
I, LYNNE SPEARS, declare: 
1, I am the mother of Britney Spears Britney"), who is the subject of this action. | 


have personal knowledge of each of the facts set forth in this Declaration, and can testify 


competently thereto, except as to the matters stated on information and belief, and as to such 
matters I believe them to be true. . 

2. This past Monday night (January 28), Britney's father, Jamic, and J (in separate 
cars) went to Britney's house in Beverly Hills because we had heard news reports that Britney 
had just been in a big fight with Osama Lufti aka Sam Lufti (“Sam”), the man who has inserted 


SOO himselfintomy, daughters life, home, and finances, and that she was crying. We were very 
CERES Ps 


ie We arrived at the “é it t. Community: gatehouse i ‘BHPO at 


te 


Two or three “— came into te ook and® eee ‘the kitchen They 
greeted Sam. The papérazzi then reported to Sam where Britney currently was. From the 
conversation between Sam and the paparazzi | determined that Sam had given Felipe (another 
paparazzi) one of Brithey’s cars to get ber out of the house when he heard that Jamie and I were 
on our way to see Brimey. I also understood from the conversation that Sam disabled all of 
Britney's cars (she has several at her residence). 

5. Sam had told Britney that Jamie and T were coming to the house to do an 
intervention, and that Britney panicked and took off with Felipe. Another man named Chad 


Hardcastle was in the house 


> 


Ta 


6. T also heard during the evening that during Britney’s and Sam's fight that evening, 


TE 


Sam had told Britocy that she was an unfit mother, 6 piece of trash and n whore, thal she cares 
} 


ESSE re nnn ccc ce Inara ia tgr>-g-amey=ar=sstar at ms var-amaremreesapseirusenaqn eremmcaasecaiena imi iideitsastssinettiia RAI eit aaS 
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more ubuut Adnan, her current boyfriend, than she cares about her kids, and that she does not 
deserve her kids. 

re The paparazzi reported to Sam and addressed him with great respect. They 
treated him like s general, He instructed them to get her back to the house, They latertold Sam; 
that Britney was on her way hack. | 

8. Britney then came back to the house with Adnan, who is also a paparazzi. Sam 
then told Jackie and me that we necded to do whatever he tells us. Lobjected. He then told me, 
“{'m the one who spends 24/7 with your daughter. I sleep in cars outside her house so she can't 


leave.” Sam then said, “You puincnel throw everyone under the bus, if you don't listen to me I’m 


ne ED, Al some point - 


LI. Britney came into the room looking for Adnan. Sam told her that Adnan was in 


the bathroom. Britney then asked me, “Is Adnan gay?” While Britney was out of carshot, Sam 
told fackic and me that we should pretend that Adnan was in the bathroom so Britney wouldn’t 


leave. 


j2 


~_ 


Brimey then became very agitated and could not step moving. She cleaned the 
house. She changed her clothes many times. She also changed her three dogs’ clothes many 
times. Britney spoke to me in a tone and with the level of understanding of a very young girl, 
Britney then picked up a bottle of pills and read part of the label and asked us, “What does 


insomnia mean?” Sar told her that the pills will help her stay awake, 


Z 
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13, Sam told Jackie and me that he grinds up Britney's pills, which were on the 


1 
q 
4 


counter and included Risperdol and Seroquel. He toid us that he puts them in her food and that 
that was the rcason’she had been quiet for the last Uwee days (she had been sleeping). . told us 


that the doctor who is treating her now is trying to get her into a sleep-induced coma so that they 


could then give her drugs to heal her brain. 


14. Sam then encouraged us to sit down on a sofa and to do “tequila shots.” bs 
and | said we did nol want to, Britney seemed to follow our lead. Sam then got some a out 


and said “let's al] do toasts with wine.” Britney said that she didn’t want to, she wanted a pretty 
glass. Sam found a glass with a stem and poured wine for Britney when we were nol looking. 


iney. refused to drink: her Wine and asked to drink mine. | 


oe Sam then said erie, 


por i 
£3} 


a ae al i ney told him that he | 
“ uy See ct R es ae ‘ ie a bee mame : 
Pcie the. paparazzi were in front of the eS s house and would harass us. As 


we were about to drive off, Sam jumped into the back seat of the car. The paparazzi followed. 
Sam and ! were sitting in the back seat, with Chad as well. He told me that he gave Britney 
something (when they were upstairs) to make her more light-hearted, happy, and fun. We 
entered Rite Aid and Britney chose her lipstick. The manager said it is dangerous out there, 
which it was. When Britney gave the cashier her credit card, the cashier told her it was not 
working. ! paid for the lipstick und the manager told us we could leave through the side door so 
no one could sce us. Sam insisted we leave through the front door and he put hig arms around 


Britney and mie for the paparazzi to toke pittures. I disengaged a3 quickly ag f could, 


3 
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17, Sum told me, “You'd better learn that I contro! everything. | cantrol Howard 
Grossman, Britacy’s business manager. | contro) her attomeys and the security guards ar the 
gute, They don’t listen to Britney, they listen to me. That's why Jamie was gone tonight.” 

18. At another point that evening, Sam bragged to me that he is the one who receives 
Britney's checks and that one of them was for me. | told Sam that] hadn't gotten any checks 
from Britney. Sam then told me that they are in his car. He told me that if he weren't in the 
house to give Britney her medicine, she would kill herself. Then he said to me, “If you try to get j 


tid of me, she’ll be dead and I'll piss on her grave.” 
He then aden that he has been in the family for a year and that he has done 


round Ahe-house, She would let me; fee. ber, but.shejwas'oul! BLS oes 
‘ an aN rae “he. — Py 


RE ie 
the dead: Bh ‘Britucy. Jackic Sse ‘Up and said to Sam, 


Sam Reg blamed 


a - ee pte ay Fa 
then sd os painial some c point igo e g When do | get to see my 


tney 
ee ey 


Sam Sede, Tike the pills I tell you to take,” oe a “Pdon' essen Re pills aad I don't 
like the psychiatrist. Can’t I sce another psychiatrist so I can see my babies?” Sam responded, 
“LEE told you to take 10 pills a day, you should do what / tell you to see your babies.” Jackie 
then said, “Britney, your parcots can help you find a psychiatrist, The psychiatrist needs to get to 
know you fo give you the right medicine.” Sam then raised his voice and said, “Why don’t you 
get back with Kevin.” 

22. Britney then said, “I'll do anything to get them back,” 

23. Al some point during the evening, Sam said that Britney decided that he should be 
her manager. 

24. Adnan hag called me and told me he’s worried about Brimey. He told me that 


Som hides the phones and tells her he has lost them, He also hides her dog, London. She looks 
4 
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for him all over the house crying and then Sam brings out the dog from the hiding place and acts | 
itke her savior. - 

25. While we were at Rite Aid, Britney went in and out of her British accent. 

26, At4:00 a.m,, | was exhausted and wanted to leave, Sam blocked my car so I 
could not leave. [ threatened to call Jamie to the house. 

27. Britney said, “I want my Daddy up here. | want to talk to my Daddy.” | reached 
Jamie on the phones and gave the phone to Britney. 1 heard her tell him that she wanted to see 
him. He said, “Right now baby?” and she said, “No.” He said, “10:00 in the morning?” And 
she said, “No, noon." 
A28e Uspent the rest of the night at ie house and for the first time in a very jong 
cit like I had 


BEG 


tmoming. Jemic Baveis mney a big hug and 


; Bonall-roont downstairs 


Sogy7 
on the first floor of the house. 

32. ——- Later the next day, on January 29, Jackie showed me a text message she had 
feceived from Sam: “Thanks for telling Jamie all your Bull Sh*t. He just hit me. Now you guys | 
did your deed. Much sccompltished. Good job.” 

33, I did not see Britney again until f armved at her house an Wednesday night after 
Sam called me and told me to come to the house. When we arrived, Britney seemed subdued. 


The police arrived and took her to the Neuro Psychiatric Institute at UCLA (NPI). While at 


iff 
Hf 
Mit 
ae 
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Varad, 


NPI, | leamed that Britney informed her doctor, Lee Sadja, MD, that she had also taken Aderol. 
| teclare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 


foregoing is true and cortect, Executed on January 31, 2008, at Los Angeles, California. 
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PROOF OF SERVICE 
BY U.S. MAIL 


I am employed in the County of Los Angeles, State of California. Iam 
over the age of 18 and not a party to the within action. My business address 
is 9401 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 1250, Beverly Hills, California 90212. 


On *April 1, 2011* I served the foregoing document described as: 
*NOTICE OF MOTION TO COMPEL DEFENDANT/CONSERVATOR JAMES 
PARNELL SPEARS TO PRODUCE DOCUMENTS; SUPPORTING 
DECLARATIONS OF JOSEPH D. SCHLEIMER, ESQ. AND SAM LUTFI 
-and- REQUEST FOR SANCTIONS IN THE AMOUNT OF $6,935 
[Separate Statement Filed Concurrently Herewith] * on the interested 
parties in this action by placing a true copy thereof enclosed in sealed 
envelopes addressed as follows: 


See attached service list 
BY U. S. MAIL 
I deposited the sealed envelopes in the United States mail at Beverly 


Hills, California, addressed as stated above. The envelopes were mailed 
with first class postage thereon fully prepaid. 


Executed on *April 1, 2011* at Beverly Hills, California. 


| (State) I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the 
; State of California that the above ig true and correct. 
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Motion to Compel Defendant/ Conservator James Parnell Spears 
to Produce Documents and For Sanctions 
LASC Case No. BC 406904 
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Service List 
Lutfi v Spears 


Michael S. Adler, Esq. Joel E. Boxer, Esq. 

Joel M. Tantalo, Esq. Bonita D. Moore, Esq. 

Tantalo & Adler LLP Bird Marella Boxer Wolpert 

1901 Avenue of the Stars, Suite 1000 Nessim Drooks & Lincenber. 

Los Angeles, California 90067 1875 Century Park East, 23™ Floor 

Fax No. (310) 734-8696 Los Angeles, California 90067 
Fax No. (310) 201-2110 

Attorneys for Defendant/ Appellant 

Lynne Spears Attorneys for James Spears as 
Conservator of the Estate of Britney 
Spears 


Leon J. Gladstone, Esq. 

Gary R. Wallace, Esq. 

Gladstone Michel Weisberg Willner & 
Sloane ALC 

4551 Glencoe Avenue, Suite 300 
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292 

Fax No. (310) 775-8775 


Attorneys for Defendant James P. 
Spears 


io 


Motion to Compel Defendant/ Conservator James Parnell Spears 
to Produce Documents and For Sanctions 
LASC Case No. BC 406904 
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